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John E. Readence

Diane M. Barone

Repnnted hom Reading Research Quarterdy
Vol 32, No. 1

Ocober November Decersher 1097
¢Intemational Reading Assocudion

Revisiting the First-Grade Studies:
The importance of literacy history

n this issue we boldly go bheyond the tadition ol re-

search journals such as Reridlivig Research Quarterly

by reprinting “The Cooperative Research Program in

First-Grade Reading Instruction,” commonly known
as the First-Grade Studies, written by Guy L. Bond and
Robert Dykstra 30 years ago. ‘The reprint of this study is
introduced by Mike Graves and Bob Dykstra. Mike is at
the University of Minnesota and was a colleague of
Bob's hefore he retired. Bob, of course, is a coauthor of
the First-Grade Studies, They provide the contest for
when and why the studies were conducted. Their pro-
fogue gives us a sense of the collaborative nature of
these studies and provides a framewaork as we read or
reread this classic study.

After reading the study, there are three retrospec-
tives. The first retrospective, “Connecting the Past with
the Present: The Legacy and Spirit of the First-Grade
studies.” is written by Lyn Scarfoss. Lyn was personally
involved in the First-Grade Studies through his rofe as a
graduate student of Wilfiam D, Sheldon of Syracuse
University. who directed an individual study in this pro-
ject. Following Lyn's retrospective, Dave Pearson writes
about “The First-Grade Studices: A Personal Reflection.”
Dave was a doctoral student at the University of
Minnesotn when Bond and Dvkstra were completing the
final stages of duta analysis and manuscript develop-
ment. Finally, Arlette Willis and Violet Harris conclude
the retrospectives with “Expanding the Bounduries: A
Reaction to the First-Grade Studies.” We asked them to
do this because we knew they would present another
perspective by considering muarginalized students who
were not explicitly deadt with when the studies were
reported.

At this point. you may he thinking: Why are we
maoving beyond the traditions of RRQ and perhaps open-

ing ourselves up to criticism? There are numerous rea-
sons why we have chosen to reprint the First-Grade
studies embedded in the context of 4 prologue and
retrospectives:

* The importance of history to literacy re-
searchers. Quoting from a recent Conversations artticle
in RRO written by Moore, Monaghan, and Hartman
(1997 “History is a marginalized research genre among
literacy professionals... Unlike many disciplines, literacy
education researchers have positioned history on the
fringes™ (p. 90). Additionally, IRA has "committed itself
to the inclusion and encouragement of history as part of
its ongoing activities™ (istory: of Reading News. 1997). In
response to these thoughts, we are being proactive in
recognizing the value ot literacy history by reprinting the
First-Grade Studies, a classic research article.

¢ The interest in beginning literacy. A recent
request for proposals has indicated that a new reading
rescarch center will have as its mission issues of begin-
ning literacy, With this current attention to beginning lit-
cracy, it makes sense to revisit the First-Grade Studies, a
research report that focused on the same issues.

» This research report encourages method-
ological eclecticism. The controversy between whole
lunguage and phonics instruction advocates has polar-
ized beginning reading instruction. As Shanahan and
Neuman (1997) have pointed out:

eclecticism has heen under renewed attack recently.
Increasingly rancorous arguments about the supceriority of
vitrious instructional approachies are evident. and some
members of the rescarch community hive again become
involved in the scarch for best method. An enduring lega-
¢y of this study has been a greater focus on teacher and
learning situation characteristios rather than on methods
and materials, (p. 208)




Interestingly, no study has challenged the basic findings
of the First-Grade Studies.

¢ Practically speaking, the First-Grade Studies
are inaccessible. The Fipst-Grade Studies are no longer
in print. Additionally, the research report comprises the
entire issue of RRQ. so making i copy of the report is
problematic. In fact, making o copy of the entire rep
violates copyright faws. Reprinting the research report
remedies this ethicad and legal dilenuna and oakes the
First-Grade Studies uccessible.

As Editors, we see than reprinting a research report,
in this case the First-Grade Studies, provides a service to
the literacy field. How many of our literacy colleagues
have actually had formal exposure 1o literacy history
through discussions centered on such reports? How
many of our doctoral students take a course in literacy
history? Tt weould seem that in many cases, historical ex-
ploration has to be done individually. as a personal pur-
suit. The reprinting of this report provides a vehicle to
hegin solving this problen.

We conclude this Editorial by quoting from several
of our Editorial Advisory Bouard members on the topic of
reprinting classic studics.

“There is value at looking at what shaped our past.
It's rather sad that we rend not 1o do so in a proper
manner. However, that said..might it not make sense 1o

do soin a manner where several individuals provide
both current and historicut analysis of the piece in ques-
tion?” ON. Stahl, personal communication, March 3, 1997)

“I too think that there is a way to make use of our
past in the present pages of RRQ. How best to do that is
a nutter for further discussion. but T think there must be
wiays to do it so thad it animates our current discourse.”
(DK Hartman, personal communication, March 3, 1997)

“It's a shame for us 1o lose sight of our past. The
idea of situating classic studies/articles within the context
of current commentary seems intriguingly interesting Lo
me." (MR, Ruddell, personal communication, March 4,
1997)

It is with this spirit that we made the decision 10
reprint the First-Grade Studics. We hope the literacy edu-
cators of today and those who will move into these posi-
ions in the future enjoy and benefit from this venture.
We encourage vou to think about this issue of RRQ and
the notion of reprinting classic articles, and let us know
vour thoughts through & Letter to the Editors.
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Contextualizing the First-Grade Studies:
What is the best way to teach children

to read?

lie pendulum, a fitting i unfortunate symbol of
our vacillating approach 1o beginning reading
instruction. has a long historyv; and the fervor
and rancor that have so ofien powered the
reading pendulum can be found at various paoints in
time. [n the late 17005, samuel Heinicke. founder of the
first German institute for training the deaf, expressed his
cliscain for the then prevalent spelling method of teach-
ing reading with these words:
The spelling method is a greates prequdice than buiing,
witches and heretios: indeed it is a greater erime than the
rick and all the inhumanitios lanped ogether. Forits in
defiance of Wl nataral and revealed laws: it begets stupid-
ity, illness. and death el 101s child torture—a slower
and surer child-murder. tquoted in Mathews, 1966, p. A5)

And in 1842, Horace Mann, Secretary of the
Massachusetts State Board of Education, was only some-
what less dramatic in denouncing the alphahet-spelling
method then prominent in the United States:

Computre the above method lan approach Mann had ob-
served in Prussia that began with meaningtul words and
onlv then anaivzed the words into conponent purts] with
that of calling up a class of abecedarians—or, what is more
common, a single ild—and while the teacher holds a

be e card before hin with @ pointer in his hand, savs,

e ohe echaes o then A and he echoes B and <o on un-
til the vertical row of liteless and ifl-favored characters is
completed, and then of remanding hin to his seat. to sit stilt
and look at vacancy. treprinted in Smith, 1965, p. 78)

[n the decades following Mann's pronouncement,
the reading pendulum swung back and forth, and a vari-
ety of methods were used in American schools, But in
the carly 1900s, reading auwthoritics began to reach more
agreement on methods, and from about 1930 to the mid-
19505, the reading pendulum hung nearly motionless.
The basal reader approach was firmly entrenched as the
pramary method of teaching reading. In response to a
nationit! surnvey of instructional practices in reading con-
ducted by Ralph Staiger €19358) 692 of the respondents
reported using one basal series, 200 reported using two
Dasals, and 1140 reported using three or more basals,
That, as you can see. adds up to 1007 of the respon-
dents reporting that they used basals, The basals, of
course, dillered somewhat from cach other, changed in
some ways over the period, and included a number of
dilterent features. However, the feature most relevant
here, and a4 common feature of most basals of that day,
was their hid-back approach to phonics instruction,
Typicully. phonics teaching was delaved until after be-
ainning readers had learned 1o identify about 50 sight
words. Morcover, phonics was typically taught as a
Pack-up word identification strategy, one to be used
only after meaning clues and word structure analysis
were unsuccesstul.

This period of agreement came to an abrupt end.
the pendulum was again put into motion. and the con-
flict that would prompt the First-Grade Studics was re-
newed with the publication of Rudolf Flesch's Why




Jolmy Can't Read in 1933, Flesch attacked the basal ap-

proach to reading instruction with i vengeance:
Fyver since 1500 B.C. people all over tie wordd—wherever
an alphabetic system of wiiting was used-—lestrned how 1o
read and write by the simple process of memorizing the
sound of cach tetter in the alphabet... Except, as 1 siid be-
lore, twentieth-centuny Americans. .. We have thrown 3500
vears of civiliztion out the window (Fesch, 1933, pp. -5

Flesch's book swas immensely popular, Tt stayed on the
Destseller tist for more than 30 weeks; it was serialized in
newspapers throughout the VLS and, in fact, it is cur-
rently on the bookshelves w Barnes and Noble. In the
words of Jeanne Chail,
Ieseh challenged—strongly, dearly. and polemically-—
e prevailing views on beginning reiading instruction,
which emphasized waching children by a sight method.
He advocated aretum 1o a phonic approach tearly wach:
ing ol cortespondences between leters and sommeds) s
the best-——no the onfy--method 1o use in beginning in-
struction. He found support for this view in his interpreta-
tion of the existing reading research, particutarly the
resaiarch comparing sight and phonic methods, (Oxddly
cnough this saime body of rescarch Tormed the basis for
the prevailing methads, and proponents of those methods
used it to detend themselves:y (Chall, 1967 pp. 3-0)

Another factor influential in prompting. or at least
cnabling, the First-Grade studies was the iunching of
Sputnik 1in October of 1957, For 23 davs, Sputnik I cir-
cled the carth, mocking the TS space effort with its
constant heep. Many Americans believed that the
Russians had demonstrated a scientilic superiority that
bode poorly for the outcome of the Cold War,
Responding to this pereeived threat, in 1938 the US,
Congress passed the National Delense Education Act,
which provided very substantial funding to channel stu-
dents into courses of study the government deemed im-
portant to national security. Although much of this
money went 1o science and engineering, funds also went
to less echnical arcas: and the general recognition of the
importance of improving cducation made securing fund-
ing tor research such as the First-Grade Studies easier.

Promipted by the Turor that had followed Fleseh'™s
hook and prohably encouraged iabout the possibilitios of
funding following Sputnik and the National Defense
Education Act. the National Conference on Rescarch
English established a special committee on reading re-
scarch. The committee met for the first time at Syracuse
University in 1939, when, according to Chall, the contro-
versy over methods had reached its most bitter point.
and laid the seeds for the First-Grade Studies.

Al this meeting, the committece—composed of Guy
Bond. Jeanne Chall, Theodare Clymer, Donald Durrell,

Williamy Sheldon, Jamwes Soffett G linguist at Syracused,
Raiph Staiger, and Russell Staufier (chairn—agreed that the
available rescarch evidence, or at least the synthesis of the
rescarch that was currently available, was so vague, con-
tradictory, and incomplete as to encourage conflicting ir -
terpretations. They Tuther agreed on two complementary
rescarch programs, Chall decided o undertake a critical,
svstematic analysis of the rescarch already available, a re-
view eventuidly published as Learning o Reded: The Great
Debete €1967). The group as a whole decided to begzin a
Large-scale cooperative experiment with clearly defined
controls that could provide solid “evidence on whether
some approaches were indeed maore effective than others
for specilic outcomes in reading, for particular kinds of
children, with particular kinds of teachers, and in particu-
lar kinds of schiool situations™ (Chall, 1967, . 3).

Subscquent to this meeting, an expanded group met
at the Universitv of Chicago in 1960 10 establish the actual
guidelines for a Targe-scale cooperative rescarch progran.
tn 1903, the Cooperative Researcly Branch of the TS,
Office of Education indicated its willingness to provide fi-
nancial support for such a study and invited proposals. In
190t Guy Bond was selected o orchestrate the rescarch
and synthesize and analvze the results of the various stud-
ies that would be completed as pait of the progeam, and
the University of Minnesata became the Coordinating
Center for the rescarch, Tnthat same vear, 70 proposals
were submitted to the US, Office of Education, 27 of
which were selected Tor funding. Then, in September
1001, the study itsell hegan, 10wis a truly vast undertak-
ing. “ot onlv were 27 individual projects involved; the
study quite fiterally spanned the lengi and breadth of the
.S, with, for example, Olive Niles directing o study in
Massachuscetts, George Spache directing one in Floridi.
and John Manning dirccting one in Calilornua.

As deseribed in the 1967 RRO report. the Studies
were designed 1o gather data relevant o three basic
questions:

U To what extent are various papil. teacher, class, school.
and communing charactenistios related 1o pupil achieve-
ment in irst grade reading and spelling?

- Which of the many approaches 1o intial reading m-
struction produces superion reading and spelling e the
end of the first grade?

Ao Isany program uniquely elfective or ineftective for

pupils with high or low readiness for reading? (Bond &

Dykstra, 1967, p. 5 in origial text p. 9 in this hook)

In doing so. the Studies investigated six instructional ap-
proaches: Basal, Basal plus Phonics, i.ta., Linguistic,
Language Experience, and Phonic Linguistic.

Up to this point, we have attempted to describe
briefly the genesis of the First-Grade studies and the

4 Reprinted from READING RESEARCH QUARTERLY October/November/December 1997 32/4
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contest in which they were undertaken. In concluding
this introduction o the Stadies, three points seem partic-
vhuly worthy of comment.

Fiest, with the exception of the langnage-expericnes
approach, the essence of the other approaches and the
differences among them had to dowith the nunner in
which the code ol written English was introduced o the
beginning reader and the timing and relative emphisis
given to instruction in the code. Today, of course, a great
deal of the controv ersy over instructionad methods re-
volves around these same issues, asituation that recently
prompted the Tnternational Reading Assocition Board o,
Directors (o issue i1 position statement on 7he Role of
Phoitics i Reaeding tistriection CIRA Takes Stand,” 1997,

Our second point is that the Stdies represent 2
unicue spirit of cooperition and selffessness among the
reading education authorities of that ¢ra, most of who
were involved inthe planning or the implementation of
the rescarch. These professionals, many of whom were
authors of basal reading series, and many of whom had
published the authoritative reading mcthods wests of the
davHitersdly potther credibility on the line in this coop
erative research endeavor.

Our third point has to dowith the tesearch zeit-
geist at the time of the Stadies. The Studies were
planned and carmed out shortdy adter the publication of
Donald Campbel! and Julion Stanley's classic
Experimental aned Quasi-Experimental Designs jor
Resecreh one Teaching (1903) and well helore Richard
Snow’s “Representative and Quisi- Representitive
Designs for Rescarch on Teaching” ¢197 0, certainly one
of the first widely circulaied educational articles to ques-
tion the taditional approach to research, The studies are
thus firmly in the Campbell and Sanley ssadition and
must be understood s a part ol that wadition. This tradi-
ton has its limies, which have beens prominently dis-
cussed in recent years, as well as s strengths, which
have received muceh less attention iecently.

The Finst-Grade Studies did not. of coarse, answer
the question posed in our tide We now know., amost
certainly better than we did 30 vears ago, that the ques:
tion has no simple answer, ancd s itself oo simple. Stll, it
is i many wivs very close to the questions de nua of

us inreading educition hope to answer. 1 we now know
that the sort of cemaingy sought from the Stadices is not
passible, for many of us the beliel that research can play
il and atleast someshat direct role in improving in-
strucon is v central motivator for doing rescarch, The
First-Girade Studies provide valuable insights for those
who seek o usk and answer questions about effective
heginning reading instruction and for those who seck to
answer other questions dabout reading instruction.

On the vleal of Alberto NManguel's A istory of
Reerd ing (1990 appears this poetic deseription ol fearn.
ing to reud:

At one nugical instt m your carly chitdhood, the page
ol i book - v siring of confused, wien ciphers -
shivered into meamng. Words spoke 1o you, give uap
thcir secrets: at that moment, whaole universes opencd.
You hecume, irrevocably, areader.

I1is o wonderful picee of prose—sonorous, inspir-
ing. cloquent. But lew children have such an epiphany.
For those many children for whom words do not shiver
into meaning in some magical moment, research that
probes questions like those investigated in the First-
Grade Stuclies continues o ofter e hope of opening
universes.
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Vol. 2, No. 4, 1967
In this issue

ne of the truly unique and owstanding ventures in reading research

is reported in this issue of the Quarterly. The contents of the issue

provide in large measure the details, the procedures, and the major
conclusions reached by Drs. Bond and Dykstra in the analysis of data which
came to the Minnesota Coordinating Center from the 27 first-grade reading
projects.

Most readers know that the Coordinating Center and the 27 individual
projects in {irst-grade reading instructional niethods were funded by the
United States Office of Education, The Coordinating Center camie into exis-
tence after many experimenters had made commitments o various experi-
mental details and procedures and it was initiated through the cooperative
effort of the 27 project directors,

The Coordinating Center was instrumental in developing new general-
izations about first-grade reading instruction, In addition, and certainly as
important, the entire project demonstrates the possibilities, the vewards, and
some of the problems of truly cooperative rescarch in reading,

Professor Donald D. Durrell ol Boston University deserves special
recognition Tor his diligent efforts in gaining support for the project,
Beginning with a meeting at Syracuse University in 19359, many members of
the reading profession were interested in the concept of cooperative re-
scarch in reading and worked to gain its acceptance. However. the success
of Duirell in enlisting support within the USOE was one of the major factors
in getting the study underway.

This issue of the Quarterly nst be studied carefatly and as a total doc-
ument for its full value to be realized. A quick reading or o few quotes
pulled from the summary sections will not do justice to the content of the
report or the spirit of the inquiry.

Theodore Clymer, EDITOR
Fduward G. Sumniers, AssOCiaty Eprtor
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The cooperative research program in
first-grade reading instruction

he present study was designed to obtain infor-
mation relevant to three basic questions: (D To
what extent are various pupil. teacher, class,
school, and community characteristics relaued o
pupit achicvement in first-grade reading and spelling?
(2) Which of the many approaches o inal reading in-
struction produces superior reading and spelling
achicvement at the end of the first grade? (3) 1s uny pro-
gram uniquely effective or ineftective for pupils with
high or low readiness for reading?

Fvery yvear hundreds of thonsands of childeen be-
gin the complex task of Tearning 1o read. For most ¢hil-
dren, growth in reading is a successful underaking, For
many. however, the progress is slow, and for others
learning to read appeadrs 1o be an unobtainable accom-
plishment. There is o continuous search for new wavs to
weach reading which will prevent the difticulties these
children encounter, therehy enabling all children to be-
come successtul readers. Morcover, even lor those chil-
dren who have apparent success in learning to read.
there is always the question of whether or not a different
approach would have enabled them o become even
more mature and diversified readers.

In recent vears, many new approaches to reading
instruction have been suggested. Many questions have
been raised about current methods of teaching reading.
In {act, the eaching of heginning reading has been and
continues to be i popular subject for debate among
reading experts and the general public alike. Even
though o great deal of rescarch has been devoted to the
problem. there are still a number of controversices con-
cerning instructional procedures in beginning eading.
While many new approaches to initial instruction have

been formuliated and implemented, they have not been
subjected to comparative research to any extent.
Furthermore, most of the research has heen conducted
in a piccement fashion by independent investigators. As
a result, comparisons among the individual studies have
been difficult for a number of reasons:

(1) Independent investigators have used different
ests to measure reading readiness and reading achieve-
nwent. Norming populations for the various tests may be
quite different and, as a result, it is difficult to compare
achicvement of pupils whose reading ability has been
assessed by different instrunients,

(2) The extent 1o which investigators have assessed
and. or controlled ~uch factors as experiential back-
ground of children, class size, teacher competence. en-
thusiasm tor the teaching method employed, and other
such variables has varied from study to study.

(3) Research designs and methods of statistical
analysis have varied from study 1o study.

(+) Evaluation of postinstructional reading ability
has been incomplete and inappropriate.

(3 Experimental guidelines such as length of in-
structional period have varied considerably in indepen-
dent investigations. Furthermore. the length of some
experimental periods has been inadequate for demon-
strating long-range cffects of approaches to initial read-
ing instruction.

(6) Methods, materials, and experimental popula-
tions have not been adequately described in order to
make comparisons hetween studies possible.

The Cooperative Research Studies in First-Grade
Reading Instruction were designed to overcome nuny of
these diflicultios. The unique contributon of this re-
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scarch program was its provision for coordinationsof a
number of individual reading studies, thereby making
possible the exploration of the relative effects on early
reading growth of various approaches to initial reading
instruction under similar experinmental conditions,

The current study is the report of the Coordinating
Center of the Cooperative Research Program in First-
Grade Reading Instruction. The data used were made
available by the 27 individual projects carried out under
the Program.

Review of literature-

A large number of studies have been reported
which aim to determine the efficiency of diiferent meth-
ods of teaching beginning reading. The results of these
experiments have often been inconclusive and. at times,
contradictory. Because of the variability of the results re-
ported by investigators, the reader s left with litle ir-
refutable evidence from which to determine the compar-
ative efficiency of the methods of teaching reading
which have been studied. After reviewing literature con-
cerning the various methods of teaching reading, Grayv
(1960), in the reading section of the Encyclopedia of
Fducational Kesearch, concluded that the issue was not
which method was better. but rather what the contribu-
tion of each method is.

Russell and Fea (1903) in their chapter, “Rescarch
on Teaching Reading™ in the Handbook of Kesearch on
Teaching, stated that historically

thinking in the field has moved away somewhat from an
cither-or point of view about one method or set of books
10 a realization that ditfereat children learn in different
wiys, that the processes of ledrning 1o read and reading
are more conplex than we once theught, and that the is-
sues in reading instruction are many sided (p. 867

Most of the studics reviewed in this paper involve
comparative studies between basal reading progranis
and some other approach to teaching children to read.

The basal reading series has been the backbone of
the elementary reading program in the United States for
many yeurs. In 1957, David Stewart reported on a ques-
tionnaire survey of practices in teaching reading. The
survey included school systems in 107 cities of over
25,000 population, in 40 states. These districts were re-
sponsihle for the reading instruction of 250,000 children.
Stewart concluded that all schools were making use of
one or more basic reading series. Austin and Morrison

(1963) reported that, in more than 95% of the elementary

schools they studied. the teachers relied heavily upon a
basal or cobasal reading program.

The review of literature that follows is not all-
inclusive, rather it is intended to be a sampling of the re-
sults reported and of the literature available in the areas
of concern. In the literature concerning some approach-
¢s to beginning reading instruction, there is a great deal
ol opinion and intuitive writing available, some of which
has been included in this review.

The initial teaching alphabet

One of the more recent innovations in the teaching
of beginning reading is the Initial Teaching Alphabet, here-
after referred w as the ita. ta, developed by Sir James
Pitman, was originally called the Augmented Roman
Alphabet. According o Downing (1964, p. 15), the nujor
investigator in i.t.a. studies in England, "the initial teaching
alphabet has been designed for the specific purpose of
helping children in the carly stages of leaming to read.”

Using the i.La. materials, children learn to read us-
ing texthooks printed in a special alphabet consisting of
-+ characters. Twenty-four of these are Roman or Latin
characters used in traditional English print. There are 20
new letters, most of which are augmentations of the
Roman alphabet. These characters are designed to regu-
larize the coding of the basic sound units of English.
Only lower case letters are used in order to reduce the
number of characters necessary for the children to learn.
Upper case leters are represented by Lirger forms of the
i.ta. lower case shapes. After pupils have gained confi-
dence and fluency in reading ita.. they are to transter
their skills and confidence to reading material printed in
the conventional characters.

Downing (1964) claimed that the teacher generally
does not have to maodify his teaching methods except for
soe adaptations forced upon him hy the nature of ita.
In other words, i.t.a. may be used with a whole-word
method, a phonics method, or a language experience
method. Downing stared.

Summing up, it is claimed that i.ta. should help the global
approaches to the teaching of reading because it makes
the visual paterns invariable. and it should belp the phon-
ic approach. hecause in ia. cach symbol represents, with
certain exceptions, one phoneme (p. 21).

Downing further asserted that the use of i.ta. with
primary-grade children would, in all likelihood, lead the
pupils to learn that there is o systematic relationship be-
tween spelling and speech, and that experience with
it might help the children in their general intellectual
develapment.

Downing (1963) stated there are two criticisms
sometimes feveled at i.tac (1) there may be too many
characters for the children to learn. and (2) the new
characters may be too difficult for the beginner to form
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with a pencil. Downing refuted the fiest of these claims
hy explaining that with traditional orthography, the chil-
dren have to learn many more characters than by the
i.ta. system. The second criticism of i.t.a. wus answered
by Downing in a rather lengthy explanation of the sys-
tem by which the children are trained to form the ita.
characters.

According to Downing (1963), the results of a lon-
gitudinal British study, begun in 1901, have shown that
children using i.ta. recognize more words in print, com-
prehend more continuous prose in print, read faster and
more accurately, and progress through reading instruc-
tion more rapidly than children using the conventional
type of basal reading program. Head teachers at the ex-
perimental English schools have reported that the i.ta.
medium appears to have raised the heginners” level of
self-confidence, increased their enthusiasm for and inter-
est in independent reading, allowed them to be more in-
dependent in their work, resulted in a marked improve-
ment in creative writing. and permitted their thoughts to
flow more naturally,

After one vear of an i.ta. study conducted in
Bethlehem. Pennsylvania, Mazurkiewicz (1904) reported
generally favorable conclusions in favor of his experi-
mental (i.ta)) group over his control group. However, in
a discussion of the results of the same i.ta. program after
two years of the study in Bethlehem, Rebecea Stewart
(1963) presented generally inconclusive results. At that
time, there was no particular statistically significant ad-
vuntage for either the i.ta. groups or the groups which
lcarned to read by means of eraditional basal readers,

Chasnoft's (1963) study, in which the teacher vari-
able was controlled, yielded scores for the total experi-
mental group significantly higher in word reading, word
study, and spelling, with respect to scores on the
Stanford, Form W, when the experimental group was ex-
amined with a test transliterated into i.ta. and the con-
trol group was examined by the same test in traditionat
orthography. On the Stanford. Form X, no significant dif-
ferences were indicated with respect to scores gained on
rests with all subjects taking the te s in traditional or-
thography. On a comparison of scores assigned to 616
writing samples gained from the total population, the
difterences of means for the experimental group was sig-
nificantly higher at the 01 level. The scores generally ap-
peared to give an advantage to the total expertmental
group, especially to subjects fraom three paricular
schools involved in the study, and to children who
scored 33 1o 44 on the California Test of Mental Maturity.

The results of many of the ita. studies to date
have been favorable for the ita. groups. Most re-
sedarchers recognize the need for follow-up studies on
the effeats of ita.

Phonic methods

Some confusion exists as to the meanings of the
terms phonics and phonetics. Often, these terms are uscd
interchangeably in discussions of reading instruction
practices. Phonics is a term for the practices of teaching
reading in which individual letiers of the alphabet are
matched with the specific sounds of English pronuncia-
tion. Phonetics, on the other hand, is the process of sys-
tematic analysis and deseription of the vocal sounds, or
phonetic features, of a language. It must be remem-
hered, however, that the terms phonics, phonetics, or
phonetic methods often refer to an entise method of
teaching reading, supplementary teaching of phonics as
an area of study in its own right, or the teaching of
phonics as a part of another method.

Phonics can he further classified as either svnthetic
or analytic. The synthetic method is based upon the he-
lief that the child should be tauglit certain letter-sound
relationships of word elements before beginning to read
and then be tught to synthiesize word elements Icarned
into whole words. Most older methods of teaching
phonics were usually synthetic. The analytic method is
based upon the belief that children should be taught
whole words and then, through various analytic tech-
niques, be taught to apply letter combinations learned in
familiar words to sounding out new words.

There is no paucity of literature concerning the use
of phonics in teaching beginning reading. In 1958, at the
University of Pittsburgh. Morrone reviewed 198 refer-
ences on phonics tfor a doctoral study. He suggested that
no incontrovertible evidence was revealed by scientific
investigations of phonics in reading and spelling.
Morrone further stated:

Disagreement exists ds to the approach and amount of
phonic instruction teachers should wtilize in reading:
however, most of the scientificidly accurate experiments
show that phonics has considerable value tohe learner
in the reading process (1938, p. [,

Harrington and Durrell (1955) conctuded that audi-
tory and visual discrimination and phonic ability were
more important than mentaf age for learning to read.
Gates and Russell (1938) concluded that a program con-
taining little or no phonetic analysis was not as good as
one containing moderadte amounts of informal word
analysis. They also concluded that a moderate amount of
informal word analysis nade a better program than one
which contained large amounts of drill-tyy - phonics. In
a study of the Carden method of weaching phonics, Gates
(1961, p. 252) stated:

The findings of this study do not suggest that teaching
phonics is futile or unnecessary. They show merely that
the much less complex and less rigid programs employed
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in most American schools during the past decade produce
reading abilities equal to, or somewhat better, than the
Carden system in much less time and with less ¢ifort.

Rudisill (1957), in a study designed to investigate
the interrelations hetween phonic knowledge, reading
achievement, spelling achievement, and mental age,
found that a knowledge of phonics makes a substantial
contribution to achievement in reading.

In 4 study designed to determine what refationships
exist hetswween phonic ability and reading ability, Tiffin and
McKinnis (1940) tested 155 pupils in Grades 5, 6, 7, and 8
on the Towa Silent Reading Test and the New Stunford
Reading Test. An individual phonic test using nonsense
words was zlso administered. The investigators concluded

that phonic ability is significantly related to reading ability,

and that a reading program should include direct or indi-
rect instruciion in the principles of phonics.

Few research studies have been reported con-
demning phonics. Two such studies were reviewed in a
publication issued in 1963 by the University of the State
of New York. The first of these studics was reported by
Dunmwille in 1912, In his study. Dumville (University of
the State of New York, 1963) used only 36 elementary
school children about whom he reports no information
concerning mental age, chronological age, sex, or any of
the other background information usually considered
necessury in such an experiment today. In Dumville’s ex-
periment, the children were divided into two groups. a
phonics group and a look-and-say group.

The look-and-say group was given a list of words in pho-
netic transcript and regalar spelling and old 10 learn
them as whole words. The phonics group was given a
table of phonetic symbols, their sounds, and sample
words in phonetic transcript. They were also given the
sitme list of words in phonetic spelling and regular
spelling. Both groups were given 15 minutes to fearn the
words, the former group learming whole words with the
Lwer applying word analysis. They then had a practice
test. The final tests were two extracts written in phonetic
symbols; one contained the words on the list and the oth-
er was otally unfamitiar. Each swident was tested individ-
wtlly for speed and number of mistakes. The resulls
showed that the group using the look-and-say method
was better on both tests in speed and lack of errors
(Unversity of the State of New York, 1963, pp. 5-0).

Obviously, the results of Dumville’'s experiment are
somewhat questionable. The other study mentioned
above was carried out by Mosher and Newhall and re-
ported in 1930, This study. although better designed
than Dumwille's, is also open to question, The investiga-
tors concluded “that the differences were not significant
enough to warrant spending time on phonics”
(University of the State of New York, 1963, p. 7).

In 4 comparative study, Sparks and Fay (1957) con-
cluded that, at the end of Grade 1. the Phonetic Keys to
Reading method produced superior results in compre-
hension and vocabulary over a hasal reading program.
At the end of Grade 2, the phonic method led to superi-
or results in comprehension only. However, at the end
of Grade 4, no significant differences were found be-
tween the two groups in reading comprehension, vocab-
ulary, or speed. At this time, the husic reading group was
superior in reading accuracy. Sparks and Fay concluded
that neither method was superior to the other.

In a study by Buswell (1922, un cliboraie phonic
method was contrasted with another method emphasiz-
ing thoughtful reading aditude and meaningtul experi-
ence. He found that the phonic method promoted
progress in the ability to follow the lines and pronounce
the words, but it did not create  vital concern for the
content. The method emphasizing thougluful reading at-
titude and meaningful expericnce promoted a keen in-
terest in the content, but slower progress was noted in
word recognition and in the ability to follow lines.

McDowell (1953) compared five schools using a
synthetic phonic approach with five schoaols using a basal
reading approach where phonics were taught as a part of
the word attack skills. Using matched pairs, McDowell
tested the children on the lowa Silent Reading Test and
the Metropolitan Achievement Battery, On the lowa test,
the basal group obtained better scores on all measures
except Directed Reading and Alphabetizing. Significant
differences favoring the basal group were found on Word
Meaning and in the medial reading scores. Significant dif-
ferences favoring the phonics group were found in
Alphabetizing. No significant differences were found on
the Metropolitan tests in reading, vocabulary, and lun-
guage. McDowell also compared pupils who had missed
the first {ive months of phonics instruction with «
nutched group who had had the entire phonics program.
Scores on the lowa test showed no significant dillerences
in the two groups. McDowell concluded that the phonics
progran was not accomplishing the results it claimed.

In a study of Philippine children, Tensuan and
Davis (1963) compared a phonic method tealled a car-
tilta method which involves leaming grapheme-phoneme
associations) with a combination method a multiple ap-
proach similar to basal programs used in the United
States). In the phonics approach, pupils were first taught
the sounds of letters and diphthongs and. next. w identi-
fv sounds and words and to blend sounds. In the combi-
nation approach, interest in word knowledge was first
aroused and whole words were associated with their
meanings, alter which letters and diphthongs were asso-
clated with the sounds and words that the pupil was ai-
ready reading by sight. The expected difference was in
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fuvor of the canilla method because there is a close cor-
respondence between graphemes and phonemes in the
Filipino language. No significant ditferences were found
between the two groups on paragraph comprehension
or language usage. The ditfferences tound, though not
significant, favored the combination method.

Tate (1937, in a rather limited study, compared
two groups matched in chronological age, mental age,
ancd 1.Q. One of the groups was taught phonics in 30-
minute drill periods, while the other group had drill in
word recognition and other skills. Both groups used an
identical basic reading series for reading instruction. The
results <howed that the phonics group made greater
gains in word recognition, while the other group gained
more in word, phrase, and sentence reading, and in
reading directions. From his data, Tate concluded tha
overemphasis upon phonics interferes with comprenen-
sion and that formal phonics drill is undesirable,

I a longirudinal study comparing synthetic und
arfalvtic approsches o waching phonics, Beuar (1964)
found that, after | vear of reading instruction, differences
in performance on the Gates Primary Reading Tests and
the Metropolitan Achievement Test favored the group
using the syathetic method A tollow-up study of the
pupils, after they had completed the sixth grade, found
that the group which had wiilized the synthetic method
of phonics in the Tirst grade was sigaificantly superior in
performance on the vocibulary section of the Gates
Reading survey, although no differences were found he-
tween the groups on the comprehension and speed see-
tions of the test.

In another recent study. Bleismer and Yarborough
(1965) concluded that the svathetic approach tended o
be significantdy more productive in terms of specific
reading achievement than did the analytic approuach.

Agnew (1939), working with children in Durham
and Raleigh, North Carolina. used matched pairs 1o com-
pare results of a program which stressed phonics
(Durhany with a program which did not stress phonics
(Raleighy. On Gates's four tests of phonctic ability, the
Gates Word Pronunciation ‘Test. Pressey Diagnostic
Test=Vocabulary, Gray Oral Chedk Tests, and the Eye-
Voice Span Test, the pupils from the program which
stressed phonics were superior. On the Gates Silent
Reading Fests, the groups were approximately equal,
with a slight superiority of those in the stressed phonics
program. The pupils [rom ihe stessed phonies program
appeared to be stower in oral reading hut more aceurate.
Agnew concluded that Lawge amounts of phonetic train-
ing were valuable in lacilitwing skill deveiopment of the
nature evaluated in the stady.

ln reviewing researcht on weaching reading, Russell
and fea (1963) concluded:

The many “phonics versus whole-word™ experiments in
teaching have conuined uncontrolled variables.
Experiments designed 1o determine the relative offective-
ness of different amounts of phonics, or the value of
phonics au different maturation tevels, have heen more
successful (1963, p. 8751

Dolch and Bloomster (1937) studied the correlation
hetween phonics and mental ability. They concluded that
the application of phonic principles required higher men-
tal development than the memorization of sight words,
Their results showed that children below the mental age
ol seven years made only chance scores on Tests 1 and 2
of the Basic Reading Tests, Word Attack Series, and con-
cluded “as far as this experiment indicates, a mental age
ol seven years seems 1o be the Jowest at which a child
can be expected to use phonics, even in the simple situa-
tfion provided by these wwo tests™ (1937, p. 204),

On the other hand, Olson (1958), after testing first-
grade chitdren in September, November, and February
and comparing results, concluded there is no support for
the assumption that a mental age of seven is necessary
for the use ol phionics.

From the evidence reported concerning the use of
phonics in teaching children to read, there can be litde
doubt that phonics should be an important part of the
reading program. Flowever, there is disagreement on the
type of phonics approach which should be used and on
the amount of phonics which should be included in the
reading program, {t scems apparent, from the studies re-
viewed, that phonics does not contribute muchi to chils
dren’s compreliension of what is reads its main contribu-
tion is in the area of word recognition,

Linguistic methods

Recently, linguists have been attempting to apply
their scientific knowledge of linguage to reading by sug-
gesting linguistic generalizations which they believe are
applicable to reading. Bloomfield and Barnhan (1961)
developed asystem in which children are systematicatly
introduced to the written symbols that represent specific
phionemes. Fries (1962) has developed an approach to
teaching reading which he calls “linguistically sound.”
Fries stresses contrastive patterns of letters in words that
function in consistent ways. e stated that a “structural
hasce that constitutes the essential feature of every part of
finguage™ exists and that “.structuralism not only re-
quires us to abandon our word-centered thinking about
fanguage; it demands that in every uspect of Linguage
we must shift from an ffem-centered view to one that is
structire-centered” 11902, p. O-4).

Strickland €1963) has interpreted linguistios 1o
mean that: (D the whole-word meaning approach with-
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out teaching the spoken linguistic forms symbolized by
written shapes is wrong; (2) sounds are represented by
letters and not letters by sounds; and (3) reading text-
book writers need to give more attention 1o sentence
structure, and systematic progress in sentence struclare
in sentence difficulty.

Sister Mary Fidelia (19593 compired two groups:
one was taught by a linguistic approach, based on the
work of Bloomficld: the other, by a phonics approuachy
using a series of phonics workbooks called Phastics We
se. Both groups also used a basal reading series, No
significant differences in reading achievement were
found between the two groups.

Sister Mary Edward Dolan (190-4) attempted 1o an-
swer the question of whether introducing only regularly
represented words in the carly stages ol reading is wise
in light of the multitude of inconsistencies which the
child encounters in ater reading, She compared groups
of fourth-grade pupils from parochial schools in Detroit,
Michigan, and Dubugue, Towa. One group used a com-
posite basal method alone, while the other used @ modi-
fied linguistic method in addition 1o a composite hasal
approach. In the modified linguistic approach, word
recognition began with fearing the alphabet and pro-
ceeded from sets of words and sviubles with regular
phoneme-grapheme relationships to more irregularly
spelled words. ‘The group using the linguistic material in
addition to the hasal program pedormed significantly
better on a nujority ol the reading tests administered.
The author did hypothesize, however, as to {actors other
than the modified linguistic material which may have
heen responsible for this superior achievement.

In a study on linguistics and reading, Goldberg and
Rusmussen (1963) reported favorably on a linguistic or
phonemic-word™ approuach.

A number of studies hive been done in attempts o
discover a relation between reading and linguage struc-
ture. Gibbons (1941 noted that a close association exist-
ed between the reading level of children and their abitity
to understand the structure of sentences. MacKinnon
(1959) found that beginning readers attenipted to substi-
tate synfactic patterns wlhich they had previously read
and with which they were familiar in plice of unfamiliar
patterns in atempting to decode new reading material.

In a comparative analysis of pupils” oral language
patierns and the language patterns expressed in hasal
readers, Stricktand (19631 concluded that pupils’ fan-
guage patterns are much more varied than patterns
found in busal readers. She also reported that children
who ranked high in silent reading comprehension made
more use of common structural patterns, movables, and
clements of subordination and elaboration than did chil-
dren who ranked low on these variables.

Ruddell (1903 found that children's reading com-
prehension scores at the fourth-grade level e signifi-
cantly higher on reading passages using only high fre-
quency patterns of their oral language structure when
compired o reading passages encomprtssing only low
frequency patierns of their oral Janguage steucture,

Davis (1904) reported a comparative study involv-
ing a linguistic approach 1o first-grade reading instruc-
tion, Two of four groups used a basal reader program
with a supplement of 111 daily lessons in linguistics. The
other two groups spent an equal amount of time on only
the hasal reading program. The linguistic lessons in-
vohved 73 tessons in methods of word recognition apply-
ing phonemic-graphemic analysis, 20 fessons in identifi-
cation o writing systems, 15 lessons on the alphabetical
principle of writing, and 5 lessons on the stractural pat-
terns of written American alphabetical language. The in-
vestigator found significant differences in favor of the ex-
perimental groups on i hattery of tests at the conclusion
ol the experiment.

It is apparent that there has naot been a great dead
of research evidence reported concerning the use of lin-
guistic methods of teaching reading. The studies which
have been done indicate there is velue in the use of lin-
guistic principles in designing a reading program. How-
ever, there is some indication that sentence structure
should receive more consideration in the construction of
reading materials, More research is needed concerning
the use of linguistic principles in the teaching of reading.

Individualized methods

Rather than a single method. individualized reading
programs are characterized by o muliple approach in
which the teacher chooses his method or methods ac-
cording to the child, No attempt is nude to foree prede-
termined standards upon the children and cach child is (o
progress ot his own rate. The classroon organization is
such that the child receives more individuad atention con-
cerning his reading problems. Individualized reading does
not mean complete climination of group procedures. The
choice between individual and group procedures is gov-
erned by the purposes ol the reading being done at the
time. The initial stages of the individualized approach are
comprised of conversation, storvielling. reading aloud,
and possibly an approach similar to basal reading ap-
proaches. As the children gain some fluencey in reading, a
variety of books chosen 1o suit a wide rnge of ability lev-
cls and interests is provided and, with the assistance of
the teachers, the children choose from these according o
their readiness, needs, and interests, Opinions of the value
ol the individualized reading programs are conllicting.
There is not a great deal of rescarch evidence available
concerning this methaod.
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Gates et al. (1926, in an carly study, compared the
relative merits of a systematic method and an oppor-
tunistic one in which the reading instruction was highly
individualized. In respect o silent and oral reading, the
investigators found that the results favored the systematic
approach. However, the results also appeared 1o indicate
that the method with highly individualized reading in-
struction was advantageous in respect to the develop-
mient of interest, initiative, determination. and other per-
sonal and social traits.

Anderson et al. (1936h) compared a group using
highly individualized methods with another using a sys-
tentic basal approach. The children in the individual-
ized methads group were introduced to reading when
they were ready for it and were permitted 1o choose the
hooks that were read. Some use of busid readers was
made with the individualized group, but they were not
followed sysrematically. The individualized methods
were used in a laboratory school where the average 1.Q.
was ten points higher than the public school group us-
ing the systenntic basal approach. The investigators con-
cluded that “the systematic approach employed by the
public schools enables the children to learn to read early
and reduces the individual variation in age of feaming to
read” CAnderson ct al., 1930b, p. 107 The mentally su-
perior group did not overtake the public school group
until they were, on the average. 132 months of age.

In u study ol primary reading instruction patterns,
sSpermy (1901 concluded that individualized reading
classes showed significantly higher reading achievement
than classes grouped by ability.

In a compurative study at the second-grade level.
McCristy (1957 Tound the four classes in the experimen-
tal group tndividualized method) were superior in 1otal
reading gains, vocabulary growth, and comprehension to
the Tour classes in the control group Gability grouping).

In an investigation ol individualized reading and
the basal approach with primary children. Carline (1960)
found no signilicant differences between the two ap-
proaches. Sartain (1900 compared the progress in read-
ing skills of second graders twght by an individualized
approach with those taught by a basaf reader method.
Significant difterences were found benween methods
only for pupils of lower ability whose gains on word-
recognition tests under the busal approach were superior
to the gains made by lower ability pupils under an indi-
vidualized approach. The methods were reversed after
three months and the investigator found that signiticantly
greater gains were nide during the first three months of
school. regardless of method employed.

satford (1960) conducted a study of individualized
reading involving seven classes in Grades 3 through o.
Results on the California Achievement Battery, adminis-

tered at the end of the experimental period, showed the
classes made gains considerably helow national or district
norms. Safford concluded that, for the majority of pupils
in the classes involved, individualized reading resulted in
lower gains, and that the use of sell-selected reading
methods achieved no significantly different resufts with
pupils of high ability or those with average ability.

Zirhes et al, (1923) studied extensive individual
reacling instruction with short comprehension checks as
compuaty & with independent silent reading with second
graders. The average growth in reading was about the
same Tor both groups. The authors concluded that the
more intelligent children profited more from the inde-
pendent silent reading while the slower children profited
more from intensive instruction.

Inconclusive and conflicting evidence has been re-
ported concerning the use of individualized methods in
eginning instruction in reading. There is some evidence
to indicate that individualized methods may be more
valuable for high ability children and that it may result in
higher motivation and interest on the part of the children.

Language experience methods

The fanguage experience approach to teaching be-
ginuing rcading attempts 1o bring the communication or
language ants skills (speaking, listening, writing, and
reading) together as aunit. According to RV, Allen
(1904, p. 60), “The togetherness' of skill development
makes possible the continuing use of cach child's own
experience background and thinking as he grows to-
ward reading maturity.” The program is built upon a
framework of experiences resulting in pupil- and
teacher-made materials. The concept underlying the pro-
gram is that children’s Janguage development proceeds
from oral expression through written expression thus
creating high motivation for reading one's own materials
and cusy transfer to reading what others have written,
Allen states: “Utilization of the child's Janguage as o basis
of reading instruction results in a high degree of inde-
pendence in writing and reading” €(196:4, p. G3).

The language experience approach rejects the idea
of a controlled vocabulary for beginning readers, and the
development of a basic sight vocabulary is considered
an individual matter based upon the child's oral expres-
sion. "The direct teaching program for phonics and other
word recognition skills is more closely related to the
writing and spelling activivies where children are dealing
with the language letter by letter, syllable by sylluble,
and word by word”™ (Allen, 1964, p. 64, Tt is claimed
that dictation and writing their own stories enables chil-
dren o recognize enough words that they can read ma-
terial written by others. As the children develop their
skill in reading. they select their own reading material,
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There is evidence coneerning the interrelationship
of all the communication skills (speaking, listening, writ-
ing, and reading) and this is acknowledged by most
reading authorities regardless of the approach they advo-
care for beginning reading instruction. Gray summarized
the situation as follows:

summaries of rescearch by THildreth and by other specialists
have shown that reading and the other Linguage ans are
doscly interrelated in many important respects. It has been
proposed, therefore, that instruction in wll the lunguage ans
should be provided in @ closely integrited program.
Although many ctforts have been made to develop such
program, no carefully controlled studies of its advantages
and limitations have been reported (1900, p. LTT7).

Loban (1963) concluded from his longitudinal
study of children's language that the children who were
high in general languaage ability, based on teachers' rat-
ings of oral language and vocabulary scores, were aiso
high in reading ability. The children who were low in
general language ability were also low in reading abilivy,

In a five yeur comparative study ol the basic ap-
proach, individualized approach, and the inguage expe-
rience approach. RV, Allen (1962) found that children
taught by the Lunguage experience approach made as
much or more progress in reading, as measured on stan-
dardized tests, than did pupils twght through individual-
ized and basic approaches.

There is littde doubt that reading and other Lan-
guage skills are refated. However, the rescarch evidenee
concerning the value of language experience inethods is
spatrse and more research is needed before any conclu-
sions can be drawn,

Sex differences and reading

Rescarch evidence concerning sex differences in
reading achievement generaliy favors the girls, There are
numerous theories as to the cause of these results, but,
to date, there has been no conclusive evidence as to the
causes of these differences.

slightly superior to boys in tests of visual, auditory, lan-
guage and articulation ability, and of ability to name
leters, :

Gates (1961h) studied sex dilferences in reading
ability of 13,114 subjects (0,6:46 bovs and 0,048 girls) in
Grades 2 through 8 in 12 schoaol systems in 10 states. On
21 comparisons made on tests of specd, vocabulary, and
level of comprehension, the mean raw scores {or gitls
were higher than those for boys, Gates concluded that,
on the average, girls' reading abilities excecded those of
boys. He commented that mawrity did not explain the
superiority of the girls because, in his study, the girls
were superior in the upper grades as well as in the lower
ones. Eavironmental, rather than hereditary, factors were
suggested as cruses for the differences in achic cinen

As a group. the boys among 1,500 sccond-grade
pupils studied by Pauley (1951 were 2 months older
chronologically than the girls, hut their mean reading
achievement was 2 months below that of the girls.

Templin (1957) reported that girls were superior in
articulation and sound discrimination at the age of 8.
while hoys were superior in vocabulary at the ages of 6
{0 8. Few significant differences were apparent beiween
boys and girls at the ages of 3 through 5 years.

More boys than girls become remedial reading cas-
es. as shown by Heilman (1961) who reported the data
shown in Table T from a number of studies showing the
percentage of boys and girls referred as remedial reading
Cases,

In a study of reading achievement of German and
American children, Preston (1962 matched 1,338 chil-
dren in Philadelphia with 1,053 children in Wieshaden,
Gerpany. The children were matched onintelligencee,
parental occupations, and instructional level. The chil-
dren were tested using cross-transkitions on the Gates
Reading Survey and the Frankfurter Test. Preston report-
cd the German children were generally lower in com-
prehension than the American children. However, the

Balow (1963). in a study of 151 girls and 151 boys Table 1 Sex ditferences in remedial reading vases
with equivalent mean Qs found that the girls were su- (Heilman, 1961, p. 363)
perior to the boys in a reading readiness test. However,
when reading readiness was held constant, using an _Nocalcases o Pereent
analysis of covariance, no significant differences were Study Date Boy Gl Bovs Gy
t<.)und between th'c reading zlclucvcjm.cnl of boys :u‘u,l Blanchurd 1930 o4 10 N i
girls at the end of Grade 1. Balow inferred from this Young 1948 4" N oty 10
study that the data supported the non mawrational, cul- Preston 10 o - 2 2
al theory of sex differences in reading achicvement Missildine 1910 24 3 83 1~
tutal theory of sex differences in reading achievemen McCollum & Shapiro 194 4 9 -0 3
because perception and readiness appear to be affected Axline 1047 2 0 6 24
l)y training, Vorhaus 1052 178 " KO 20
“ - of sex differences in readi liess ; Johnson 19SS 23 11 o 33
In a study of sex differences in reading readiness a Fry 1939 104 30 81 19
the first-grade level, Carroll (19 18) found that girls were
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difference was less at the sixth grade than at the fourth
grade, and there was no difference for the sixth-grade
boys. German hovs were superior to German girls in
rending ability, adding support 1o the theory that en-
vironmental conditions are causing the sex differences
favoring girls in America.

Wactjen and Grambs (1963) have suggested tha
schools reward verbal comprehension and language skill,
consequently reinforcing girls greater facility with fan-
guage, As a result of receiving Jitle reward, the boys feel
negative about their adequaey with language skills. Thus,
hinguage activities become identified as girl-like activities
with the result that boys cannot then participate as fully
as they might have in activities involving language,

fi is a fairly well established conclusion that girls are
superior o boys in reading achicvement as well as gen-
eral language ability. There is some doubt, however, as
to the causes for sex ditferences in reading. In this regard,
there is some evidenee to support the theory that the
causes of sex differences in reading are related to en-
vironmentad conditions within 1the socicty and the schools,

Sununary of review literature

It is evident, from the perusal of the studies re-
viewed that litde conclusive evidence has been reported
concerning the comparative efficiency of the mgthads of
teaching reading. Some of the methods with which this
report is concerned are new approiaches and have not
been thoroughly rescarched. In reviewing the studies cit-
ed here, the experimental methods are often variations
of a general class of methods and not totally equivalent,
limiting the comparability of the conclusions reported,
There is also the timitation of the effect of unconrolled
variables which mav have confounded the results ceport-
¢d in some of the studies.

In conclusion, the superiority of asingle method of
reading instruction is vet to be determined. 1Cappears that
a composite of methods would produce the best results
and that an effort should be made to determine what each
method would contribute to the reading progran.

Overview of Cooperative Research
Program in First-Grade Reading
Instruction

Each of the 27 studies comprising the Cooperative
Research Program in First-Grade Reading Tnstruction was
a complete study initself. A briet description of cach of
the 27 projects is presented in Appendix 1 Each was se-
lected on the hasis of its potential for vielding valuable
information about the weaching ol heginning reading,.
The program's unique characteristic was that cach pro-

ject director, in addition o cierying out his own analysis.
made the data available to the Coordinating Center, thus
enabling an analysis across individual projects. Most of
the projects investigated instructional methodology and
the evaluation of method is the mitjor focus ol the pre-
sent repart. A number of projects concerned themseives
with aspects of the instructional program in heginning
reading other than methodology.

Some of the Cooperative Researclt Program stadies
not concerned with instructional materials investigated
various grouping plans, One project (Sister M. Marita)
cevafuated the relative effectiveness of a “whole-class”
system in which all pupils in the room met as a single
group. This approach had the proposed advantage of in-
cressing cach child's contet tine with the teacher since
it was not necessany for the teacher to divide time
among three groups. Another rescircher (W yat) investi-
gated the effeciveness of grouping beginning readers by
sex on the assumption that girls constitute unfair compe-
tition and tend o dominate the typical heterosexual
reading group.

Other projects in the study investigated various de-
vices for helping the beginning eacher of reading, One
(Heilman studicd the effect of an intensive inservice
program on teachers” classroom behavior and reading
achievement of pupils wught by the experimental weach-
ers. The inservice program consisted of o 2-week
preschool seminar and 25 two-hour seminar sessions
held during the fivst 30 weeks of tie school year.
Another study (Morrilhy sought to determine the feasibility
of improving the reading achiovement of first-grade chil-
dren by udlizing consultants in two dilferent wavs: one
used the tepical technique of consultant help on a one-
to-one basis in which the consultant answers o request
for his services from the wacher or building principal: the
other used 1 method by which the consultant braught
together teachers with common problems such as those
found in firsti-grade reading instruction in scheduled
meetings on released tme. The second approach was
designed to foster interiaction among teachers.

A brief description ol cach ol the 27 projects com-
posing the Cooperative Rescarch Prograsn in First-Grade
Reading Instruction is presented in Appendix 1.

Procedures

To enable comparison hetween the 27 studies con-
ducted under the Cooperative Rescarch Program in First-
Grade Reading Instruction, common procedures for data
collection and analysis as well as common experimental
procedures were established. The rale of the Coordinating
Center was crucial in this regard,
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Role of the Coordinating Center

The Coordinating Center was established to per-
form two functions. First, the Center was charged with
the responsibility for nuintining communication among
the vardous projects and tor faciliuting thereby the coop-
erative aspects of the study. Its fisst function, therefore,
was to host a conference of the individual project direc-
tors in June, 1964, at which decisions were made con-
cerning, experimental procedures und data collection. At
this meeting. the directors decided upon common pre-
reading and reading ottcome measures to be used by all
projects. They also agreed to collect information common
to all studies about teacher, pupil, school, and communi-
1y characteristics which might reasonably be expected o
be related o success or failure in beginning reading,

Two further meetings of project directors were
held—the first in December, 1964, at the Cniversity of
Alinmesota: the second during the International Reading
Associuation Convention in Detroit during May, 1965,
These mectings were devoted 1o discussions of problems
concerning cooperative aspects of the studs . Every effort
was made to establish experimental controls common to
all projects in order 1o make possible comparisons be-
tween and among individuad studies.

Uniformity in procedures was further enhanced
through periodic memoranda issued by the Coordinating,
Center. A common fomu for recording daa on cards
was devised o facilitme the analysis of the common data,
The Center also served das o clearinghouse for questions
about administration or scoring of certuin of the tests em-
ploved in the study. In addition, all but five of the pro-
jeets were visited by either the director or associate diree-
tor of the Center. These visits enabled Center sl to get
a first hand look at each project in order to hein a better
position to interpret data colleeted from them. Moreover,
the visits provided an opportunity for the individual pro-
ject director to discuss any problems he might have rela-
tive to the cooperative aspects of the research.

The second major function of the Coordinating
Center was to collect, organize, analyze, and interpret the
data common to cach child in all 27 individual projects.
This function. of course. is the basis for the present report.

Data collected

A great deal ol information about cach pupil who
participated in cuch of the 27 studies, about his teacher,
about the class and school in which he was enrolled,
and about the community in which the pupil lived wus
collected by all of the panicipating project directors.

Pupil data. For cach pupil. information was gath-
ered concerning, sex. chronological age at the beginning

of the year, amount of preschool experience, and the
number of days absent during the experimental period.

Data regarding the child's readiness for reading
were gathered by means of an intelligence test and vari-
ous tests ol auditory discrimination, visual discrimination,
and language facility, The group intelligence test was the
Pintaer-Cunningham Primary Test, Reading veadiness in-
formation was gathered by administering: (1) the
Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Fest, which tests the ability to
discriminate between like and unlike sounds: (29 the
Murphy-Durrell Letter Names Test, which tests the child's
ability to recognize lower case and capital letters; €3) the
Murphy-Durrel]l Learning Rate Test. which tests the
child's ability 1o learn @ small number of words; ¢o the
Thurstone Pattern Copying ‘Fest, which tests the child's
ability to copy a tigure; (3) the Thurstone-Jeffrey
[dentical Forms Test, which asks the child to select from
a group of figures aligure sinnika 1o one used s @ stim-
ulus: (6) the Metropoliti Word Meaning Test, whiclu is
essentialty i vocabulary est: (7) the Metropolitan
Listening ‘Test, which meuasures a child's ability 1o follow
directions. In addition o these tests which were given to
all pupils. the Detroit Word Recognition ‘Test was admin-
istered to those pupils who gave some evidence of he-
ing able 1o read at the beginning of lirst grade.

Postinstructional tests were selected to measure
silent and oral reading abilig as well as spelling ability,
writing ability, and aitude toward reading. The group-
administered Stanford Achievement 't 1, Primary Battery
Lowas administered 1o all students, Five sultests were
used to measure the child's reading and general languaage
ability, These subtests were: (1) the Word Reading Test,
consisting of 35 items, which measures the ability of a
pupil to identify 2 word without the aid of context: (2) the
faragraph Meaning Test, which is 2 measure of the child's
ability to comprehend connected discourse ranging in
length from single serdences to paragraphs ol six sen-
tenees, and which involves levels of comprehension vary-
ing from extremely simple recognition to the making of
inference from several related sentences; t3) the
Vocabulary Test, which measures pupils’ vocabulury inde-
pendent of reading skitl ¢ the Spelling Test which is a
dictation-type exercise: and (5) the Word study Skills Test,
which tests auditory perception and phonics ability,

In addition to the group-administered Stanford test
of silent reading ability, @ sample from cach treatment
group within eiteh project was administered the Gilmore
Oral Reading Test. This sample consisted of 20 to 50 stu-
dents randomly selected from cach treatment group. The
Gilmore test was scored in rerms of reading accuracy and
reading rate. The same sample pupils were asked to pro-
nounce words from the Gates Word Pronunciation Test
and the Fry Phonetically Regular Words Test. The Gates
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test consisted of the fiest o columns from the Gies
Diagnostie Reading Test. These words are listed according
to increasing difficuliv, but there is no attempt o control
sound-symbot vegotarity in the gradation of the words,
The Fry test is i list of words controlled on the Dasis of
sound-symbol relionships and graded roughle in order
of difficulty by vowel sounds used-—shon vowel words,
long vowel words, broad a, vowel madificd by and the
filke, I eachr of these word Hists, the child reads aloud iind
pronounces the word without the benefit of context.

Measures of the child's writing ability and his ai-
de towaard reading were abso obained. The San Dicgo
Pupil Atitude Inventory wits administered 1o all pupils in
those projects which chose o employ this instrumient.
Beause not every project director administered this test,
the analysis of the combined data reported in tie current
stuedy daes nat include this attitude measure. The saraple
pupils who were administered the Py oand Gaes word
lists and the Gilmore Oral Reading, Test were also asked
1o write st stony rom astimualus common to all projects.
The wrtmg sample was o he evaluadied in terms of me-
chanies and creatve expression However, hecause of
the ditficultv of scaring, not all projects made use ol this
eviluatn e techoigue: and. theretore, the analvsis of the
combined data doces not inctude this vadiable. However,
reports ob the vanous mdividual projects nay inelude
pertinent intormidon concerning writing abilite as its
refated o ditlerent instructional progranms,

In sumneey, the pupil information that was atiltized
i the smalysis of combined data reported in the current
studdy included the seven readiness measuares, the intelli
gence test, the five stanford Achievement subtests, the
two Gilmaore Ol Reading measures, and the Fryand
Gates word lists, Information concerning sex wis also
utilized in that all of the analyses were run using sex as
a blocking variable, Pupil dita not included in the analy-
sis of the combined data included chronological age.
which proved to be unrelated to reading achicvement;
amount of preschool experience, which wis categorized
in such a fashion as o make it impossible to use ina co-
varianee analvsis: number of days absent during the ex-
perimental period. which was found to be uarelated to
reading achievement: and the attitude and writing mea-
sures, which were excluded for reasons aiready given.

Teacher deata, Data were collected concerning each
teacher's (1) sex, (20 age, (3 degrees carned., G eertifi-
cation, (3) years of teaching experience, (0) years of ex-
pericnce teaching first grade, (7 marital status, (8) num-
ber of chiidren, (9 attitude toward teaching of reading
as measuread by the San Dicgo Teacher Attitude Scale,
1o number ol davs absent during the experimental pe-
riod, and (11 teaching etfectiveness as rated by supervi-
sors. Alf of these data are reported elsewhere (Bond &

Dykstra, 1967, Appendix O, although only years of ex-
perience was utilized as o covariate in any of the analy-
ses, Quantitative measures, such as number of days ab-
sent and score on the San Diego Teacher Attude Scale,
proved to be unrelated to the reading achicvement of
pupils and, therefore, were not used. The categorical
dati which were analyzed, such as the type of teaching,
certificute held, likewise proved 1o be relatively unrelat-
ed to pupil achievement in reading. The weacher efficien-
ey riting was not utilized because of lack of objectivity
which raised questions about reliability and vadidity, and
because it was relited o only aslight degree o pupil
success in reading,

School and conmumity deted. Information collected
about community characteristics included median educa-
tion of adults in the commumnity, median income of adults
according 1o census figures, population of the communi-
v, and type of commiaiy Carban, rural, or suburban).
Information collected about schools included the number
enrolled in cach list-grade class, fength of te sehool
dav, lenguh of the school year, number of first-grade

rooms in the building, number of first grade rooms in the
district, whether or not the school had the services of
school Hibrarin, and the per pupil costs for education,
These data tor cach project are also included in the
Appendix € to the Coordmating Center's final report
(Bond & [Dykstra, 1967, No further reference is made to
them in termis o the anadvsis. Inthe tirst plice. there was
linde indication that any of the school and community
characteristies were significintly related to the reading,
achievement. This statement of no relatgonship, of course,
is vadid only with reference to the spedific communities,
schools, and school populations included in this project.
Furthermore, nrny of the community characteristios were
categorized in such a way as 1o make it difficult 1o use
them as contiol variables in o covariance analysis.

Common experimental guidelines

In addition to administering common preinstruc-
tional and postinstructional tests and collecting common
information about teachers, schools, and communities,
the project directors also agreed o abide by certain ex-
perimental guidelines. These were necessary. of course,
to make possible comparisons hetween studies. The fol-
lowing procedural controls were considered essential: (1)
All testing instruments 1o be used in the collection of the
data were not to be in the hands of the dassroom teacher
until the close of the school day preceding the day the
test was 1o be given, (2) Tests were not to be scored by
the classroom teacher although she could administer the
tests i the building principal or other professional person
acted as an observer. (3 No instructions were to be giv-
¢nn o the classroom teacher in test procedures beyond
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those which were provided in the nanual fora given
test. ¢ The length of the experimental progieam was des-
igznated 1o be L0 instructional days, Pretests and
postests were 1o be given before and after this T40-day
period. Final testing, was 1o begin on the Talst day re-
gardless of the ime of year, (5 Each project director was
encouriged to take whatever steps would be necessiry
o control for the Hawthorne Effect which would proba-
bly be associted with novel experimental programs.

Organization of the data
The Coordinating Conter devised a fornut (o be
used by all project directors in recording common data
collected, Eacly project director then punched twa sets of
data cards, one for Iis own use and one for the
Coordinating Center. Three cards were punched for cach
pupil in the study. The first of these cards included data
on the readiness characteristiva of te pupils aned the data
vegarding teacher, school, and community characteristics
which could be abtamed an the beginning of the school
year. The second card Tor cach child recorded the data
on the autcome measures and data such as cliss size
the end of the year which could be obained at the end
of the experimental period. The third card recorded
uiidue dat which the project director had collected.
Only the first two cards, those which cary

Jeommon
data, were organized and analyzed by the Center,

When the data cards arrived at the Coordinating
Center, they were first run through o computer progrim
which eliminated from the analysis all pupils on whom
complete datv were not available. Any pupil's scores
were included in the analysis only if he had taken all
seven of the readiness tests, the Pintner-Cunninghiam
Prinury Test, and all five Stanford Achievement tests,
Furthermore, data were used in the analysis ondy i infor-
mation concerning the child's sex and chronological age
were punched on his card. As @ result, varying numbers
of pupils in the various projects were eliminated from
the combined analysis because of missing data.
However, the pupils eliminated for this reason were reli-
tively few in number, The pupils with complete data
were used in the anadyses discussed later,

After the cards were sereened to eliminate pupils
with missing data, descriptive statistics were caleulivted
for alt of the quantitative and most of the categorical
datar. For these deseriptive statistics, individuals were
used as the experimental unit, The statistics were caleu-
lated separately tor boys and girls within treatment and
within project. These descriptive data are tabled in
Appendix A to the Coordinating Center's final report
(Bond & Dykstra, 1967, The tables reveal the differ-
ences among projects with respect to pupil, teacher,
school, and community characteristics. They also point

out differences within projects between treaimenis on
the same variables. The deseriptive data illusirue very
graphically the temendous project differences in reading
achievement of pupils, in prereading readiness chacacter-
istics of pupils, and in various teacher, school, and com-
munity charicteristics, They also show that nuny times
the projects were unsuceessiul in assipning pupils of
eaqual ability to cach of the various treatment groups.

General procedure of analysis

The present investigation was designed to abtin
information relevant to three husic questions: (1) 'T'o
whatt extent are various pupil, teacher, chiss, school, and
community characteristios related o pupil schievement
in lirst-grade reading and spelling? (23 Which of the
many approaches o initial reading instruction produces
superior reading and spelling achievement at the end of
the fiest grade? <3 Is any program uniquely effective or
incifective Tor pupils with high or low readiness for
reading?

I order toassess the eelationships between vari-
ous pupil, wicher, class, school, aind community charae-
teristios and subsequent pupil achievement in reading,
product-moment correlation coefficients were computed,
Informuition abowt the numbers of pupils involved and
the results of this analysis are reported Luer.

Comparisons of method are discussed i saceeed-
ing scetions as are the major techmguies of aialysis used
in the present report, Inthis section of the analysis, vari-
ous reading programs were evaluwated by compring
their effectiveness with that of well-known basal readers
used in the same project. Extensive project by treatiment
interactions, extensive project effeas for reatment. and
lack of complete replication of treatments in all projects
niade this the most appropricae technique of analysis o
use. Procedures are discussed more completely Ler
along with o presentition of the results,

The third general purpose for the study was to de-
termine whether or not any of the programs wis
uniquely effective for pupils with high or Jow readiness
for reading. Readiness Tor reading in this portion of the
andysis was assessed by means of an intelligence test, a
measure of auditory discrimination, and a test of letter
knowledge. Pupils were blocked in tuen cecording o
their perfosmance on cach of the three measures, Then
the appropriate treatment by readiness characteristic in-
teraction wits examined to note whether or not it could
have oceurred by chance. A signiticant interaction
would indicite that treatments were not operating in the
same manner across all ranges ol readiness. Discussion
of the procedures and results for this ainalysis are pre-
sented fater,
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Analysis of relationships

v discussion of the relationships between reading
and spelimg achievement at the end of the fisst grade
and Chrpupil characteristics such as chronological age,
mental age, number of divs absent, and readiness for
reaching. €21 eacher characteristios such as vears of
teachimg esperience. years of experience teaching fiest
grade. etlicieney rating, and davs absent; aned (37 class
size Tollows Relationships among the various individual
ovtcome mestsures and the group-administered Stanford
Achievement Test were assessed. The Pearson product-
moment conrelaion coetficient was utilized in all cases.

Relationships between readiness and reading
Complete datn were gathered on seven reading
weddimess measures and the Pintner Cunningham
Intelgenee Test Achievement was measured by the five
subtests of the Stanford Achicyenient “Test. Product-
moment correhaton coclficients between cach prereading
measure and cach adhievement measure were computed
soeparateh 1or cach of the treatments identified as Basal,
Raasal phis Phonies, i, Linguistic, Phonic. Linguistic,
aned Language Pvpericnee. Eaclr of the correlations was
caleulated by poohng within class and sex for relevant
projects The number of pupils on whom the correlations
woete based vaned from teatment to treatment.
conrclationg welationships for Besal treciment. The
product-moment correlation cocflicients wumong readi-
POSS MEISHTeS, HNONYG OULCome medsures, and between
each readmess measure and each outcome measure for
the Basal neatment e weported in Table 20 Inogeneral,
the mtecorechtions of the prercading measures range

Table 2 Conclaton matein for the Basal treatment?

from .20 to 0, therehy indicating that these tests appear
to measure different facets of readiness. Relationships
among the achievement measures, on the other hand,
are somewhat higher with the correlation coefticient be-
tween word recognition and paragraph meaning .70,

The best single predictor of achicvement on the
stanford Achievement battery was the Murphy-Durrell
Letter Names Test. This iest correlated 35 with Word
Reading, .52 with Paragraph Meaning, 41 with
Vocabulary, .48 with Spelling, and .51 with Word Study
skills. The Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Test also correlat-
cd substantially with the achievement measures. The
other reading readiness subtests correrated 40 or less
with the reading and spelling measures. The Pintner-
Cunningham Primary Intelligence Test was related (o the
reading achievement measures 1o i somewhat lesser ex-
tent than the Phonemes 2nd Letter Names Tests, For ex-
ample, the correlation between the intelligence test and
the Paragraph Meaning subtest was 12,

Correlation relationships for the i.t.a. freatment.
Intercorrelations for the same variubles are reported for
the ita. treatment in Table 3. Again, the Letter Names
subtest was the best predictor of future success on the
Stanford Achievement Test, The Letter Names Test corre-
lated .60 with Word Reading. .58 with Paragraph
Meuaning, 8 with Vocabulary, .33 with Spelling, and .59
with Word Study Skills. The Phonemes subtest and the
Pintner-Cunningham Intelligence Test also correfated 10
a relatively high degree with the Stanford measures. The
correlations between prereading measures and reading
achievement meastires were found 1o e soniewhat
higher for the ita. group than for the Basal group but,
in general, were very similar.

Aatrabde I 2 3 i 3 O = S 9 113 B] 12 13
VoM Dol phonemes S0 a7 13 20 35 20 1O 18 i L1 LD 18
S bpehy Dl Tetten namics At R 3] a0 Ay K i3 35 32 il 48 St
SOMurphy Dorell feanng oate A7 IS JREN r 20 i 3 R 10y IR A2 A5
VoL stone potterm capung A3 Al RE 32 20 23 v Rl R 32 Rt 36
b hastone Tellies dente i fogmns 20 A 2T AM 2K 24 18} 20 29 32 26 Rl
Meropolinm wond meamng 45 4y 2 26 AR 16 10 A2 Sk R 25 32
T v Tonopohtim ot ME 21 23 23 21 1hH KX 22 24 31 16 25
= Pt Canpangeharm nae sooge 1 15 S 1 40 t A [ 12 a0 A2 Ny
Sostmnlerd wead readimg s SA iR A 9 A 22 N "o Al 03 0
Eostantond pararaph neanimy in 2 i 3y 29 Au 23 12 TG v 0O (£
Tt stmbond Cocabulas th 1) 285 82 32 15 5} S0 BN 19 A0 S0
Frosantond specting 3T 18 A2 A0 20 23 I8 32 63 06 iyl (14
o stintond wond stods skatls 18 Y A8 ity R 32 25 14 ~0 04 30 (oY
R TN R 32" 4 136 152 55 00 A6 0 190 1v- 2 11 35.58
Stk Ddevimene 1o 1205 195 008 [V} RN 240 T HO [SRREY T ol 572 3 30 871
et e s Sl e Dy poesline warlun class and ses tor those reatients Libeled Basal Means and pooled estunates ot the stndard des atons are presented w
et o e Fae S opees sl b bl as huised s 200 om 18T dasse in 1T progedts
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Table 3 Corrclation matrix for the ita. treument®
\arable i 2 3 1 3 0 - s Jl I3 11 12 15
L. Murphy-Durrell phonemes 5 30 12 R R A 4 54 S35 S &) S
2 MurpheDarredl fetter names ST 3~ 38 R 3~ 401 s [l AR [T 54 39
3 Muarphy -Duarrell feaming e 30 3" 20 20 23 22 3l 35 A 20 30 30
-+ Thurstone patttern copy mg 12 Ria J0 Und 44 30 31 15 18! 23 a3
3. Thurstone-Tetfrey dentical forms 23 28 o 27 A0 R m 30 “ AT 25 A3
0. Metropotitan word meaning 0 3~ 23 33 30 R s iy 3 S e 41
7oNicnopolitan hisienimg 31 30 22 R 2 38 A8 31 24 1 25 3l
& Pintner Cunnmghant raw scone S0 1S Al 31 b 1 A8 32 32 53 ) 52
9 Stanford word reading S [t A3 [N 230 0 Al A2 K3 O 01 -
10 sunford paragraph meaning 34 38 31 i 33 iR 20 32 S84 [T oh s
L1 stanfard vocabulary 32 Ity Lo 1 Ry S1 1" N 6t 00 12 02
12 stanford spelling 13 34 A0 33 23 28 .25 10 0y ol 12 60
13 Stanford sward study shalis S 30 A0 43 33 1l 31 S2 e 3 02 00
Means 299 A1 9.9 120 - 91 92 301 258 210 220 o KR8
Standdand des aions 11 1232 )t} (.50 045 252 200 | [C1 954 S8y 313 896
L Correlions were Calonlated by poolng s dinn cass md sed o those reatments Liseled st Means and pooled estanates of the standazd desanons e presenied
the base of the wble: The N apon sliuch tlis able s based s L33 trom i3 casses i inee projeces
Table +  Corrclation mutrix for the Basdl plus Phonics treaument!
Variable 1 2 3 l 5 3l - H Y 10 t 12 13
1 Murphy-Durrell phonemes 39 13 1 1] 10 .1l S0 A 52 47 10 35
2 Murphy Duered] letter aanes 39 a0 T 10 10 13 a8 SN 35 i 53 S0
3 Murphy-Dureell feaming sate 1~ 50 35 35 32 A3 is 30 30 32 3t A7
1 Thurstone pattern copying 1 "~ A5 s 3 R 30 10 10 in 0 47
S Thurstone-Jelirey denteal fomms 1 10 iR 13 Al 35 S 8 O 39 A Ll
o Metwopolitin word meanimg 10 10 42 Al 34 B A 1l t s2 3 it
~ Metropohtin listening 1 13 43 A 33 1 sl A7 A= 2 31 30
A Pinme-Cunninginim raw scon S s 15 Rb S S S 37 St S St ;37
9. Stantord word readimyg S So 39 Nt 10 1l AT 57 - 33 S s
L0, stanlerd pansgraph meaning s A3 2 it 10 N N S0 - 33 - ~3
11 Stantord vocabulan T 16 2 N 3 S2 1 2 S5 35 b Bh
12 stanlord spelling 10 54 51 i AN 3 Al S T “l I8 -3
13 Stantord word stady skalls A5 S0 3" i~ 1l 1l 39 57 Tu T3 SK "3
Means S BN sl 123 20 -5 -0 A BB 20 RS 108 359
standard des ations 1263 RN R a9 072 ToT 270 275 BATY) [T D] N A 358 33 932

S Conelons were caloulaicd By peobings st clss ond sex o these treatents Lebeled Basal plos Phomos Moans and pocded esomates of the standand devatons dare

prosented at the Base ot the tabile Fhe S upon whidh dis table s basedas L Hrom o chisses i toun projedts

conelation relationships for the Basal plies Phonics
treatment, Tntercorrelations Yor the Basal plus Phonics
teatment are presented in Table 1. One of the best pre-
dictors of achievement on the Stanford was again the
Letter Names ‘Test. The Letter Namwes ‘Test correlated 38
with Waord Reading, .53 with Paragraph Meaning, 10 with
Vocabuliry, .53 with Spefling. and 50 with Word Study
Skills. Correlations between the Pinter-Cunninghanm test

and the sanford Achievement Test were o approximately

the same magnitude. The Phonemes test also correlated
veell with the criterion measures. All of the predictive v
liclity coetticients are somew hat higher for this treatment
than for the Basal tcatment. However, the tests tend o

rank in approximately the same order as far as their pre-
dictive validiny is concerned.

Corrclation relationships for the Lenguage
Experience treatment. 'The correlations hetween preread-
ing measures wnd reading achicyement mcasures for the
Language Experience approach are found in Table 5. As a
proup. these correlations are somewhat lower than the
corrchitions found for previons treatments. Again, the
Letter Names "Test was e Dest single predictor of futare
success inreading and spelling. Knowledge of letter
names correlated 352 with Word Reading, .51 with
Paragraph Meaning, .30 with Vocabulary, .53 with
Spelling, and 8 with Word Study Skills. These correlation
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Tabie 5 Correlation matrix for the Language Experience treatment®
N arable 1 2 3 t 5 o - S 5} 10 il 12 13
1 Murphy -Duagredl phonenes & 3s 34 2., 30 2" 2 45 Cil 10 |38 4
2 Murpty Duseeelt lewer auitiies i~ 35 33 .26 28 24 40 S2 34 A 53 A8
3 Murphs -Durredl fearming rate s 34 22 A2 A4 33 20 .20 2K 19 .30 .20
14 Thurstone pattern copying kR a3 22 ) 10 19 S 43 33 20 3y A"
5. Thuestome-Jeftrey dentcal lorms 21 20 2 30 21 23 41 2y 29 o 2" 30
o. Metropolitan word meaning 30 28 34 10 .21 a8 28 21 19 33 16 21
= Metropohtan listening 2 33 19 23 S8 20 1~ 18 25 1o 2
A, Pritper-Connnglum ras score 12 S .20 31 Al 28 .20 12 43 13 34 A5
4. stanford word reading 1S ]2 29 33 .29 21 A7 o1l Tl ~il "1 3
o, stanlord pacagraph meannng il s) 28 33 ] 19 AR S13 A 50 t o9
11, stanford vocabulan i 36 19 29 Ao A3 25 43 4 .50 42 S0
L2 stanford spoelhing RIS 33 30 A4 2 1] HY 38 ~1 "o 2 73
13, stanford word study skilis 41 (6 20 .37 30 21 21 45 T3 69 50 T3
Means 247 33 98 16.0 37 0.0 9.3 384 21.0 200 22 e 30.4
Standard deviations 11.88 11 36 181 030 - 289 303 T80 0O 00 553 5 R0 483 249

FCorrelanons were calcubated by poching wathin classand ~ex tor those treatments Tabeled Lanuuage Fypenence Means and pocled estinuates of the standard devatons
are presented g the base o ihe able The S upon windh s bk s Based s 131 from o Casses wi lonr progedds

Table 6 Corrclation lor the Linguistic treatment®
Viarrable 1 2 3 1 3 B - R 9 ta B 12 13
1 Murphy-burrell phonemes |" 33 35 2o 33 29 5 S5 50 48 Sl T
2 Muphy-Durredl Tetter names " 42 23 A7 A0 23 AS S0 35 K a0 al
3 Murphy Durretl learnmg e 33 12 20 s 19 1o At t o 28 40 39
+ Thurstone paitern copying 25 25 26 R 21 1™ a4 30 35 27 34 35
5. Thurstone-Jefirey dentical torms 20 1~ 1= R 19 1= 1h 29 2” 24 20 20
0 Metropoltan word medning A5 ia i 21 v 33 36 4] 27 13 20 1]
~. Metropohitan histenmg 29 23 10 1" 1= 33 A 24 2= 32 1R 20
8 Pinmer-Cannmgham raw score 40 AR 3 49 A4 a0 31 1 18 T 11 40
9 Stanford word reading 35 50 (i 30 20 31 24 i ~< s2 N |
10, Stnford pasagraph medning 30 35 [t Rl e 27 R Blal s 40 T2 06
1) Stanlord vosabulan I8 10 2R ka 21 13 2 . ]2 1o Rl S3
L stantord speiling Sl 30 10 33 20 2o I8 1l s T2 i °s
13 stanlord woord study skills 3= 51 39 A5 20 Al 20 8 s (6 A3 -3
Means 21 207 Y i 0.3 153 B 8= 33 8- 16 2 20 Q. 343
standard devianons 109y f84 303 S 00 83 253 RAR) K17 620 T 33 513 1.9 70

Conelions were calcolated By pooiing wiilim cliss and sescor those reatents Tabeled Linguestic: Means and pooled estimates of the sundasd deviations ate peeseated
Al the Base ol the sible The N apon whisch thes e s basedos To0 from 31 dasses inthree projeas

cotlicients wre not substantially different from those albs-
wined betweest similar variables for the other treatments.
Correlation relationships for the Linguistic treat-
mrent "The intercorrekitions For the Linguistic treatment
are presented in Table o, The Letter Names and
Phaonemes subtests were the hest predictors of achieve-
mient. In general, the correlation cocflicienis fooked very
much like those reported for the other treatments.
Correlation relationships for ihe Phonic Linguistic
peatment The imercorrelations for the Phonic Linguistic
treatment are reported in Table 70 The three best predic-
tors of success again were the Letter Names, Phonemes,
and Pintrnier-Cunningbam tests, The Letter Names subtest

correlated 57 with Word Reading, .39 with Paragraph
Meaning, 47 with Vocabulary, .54 with Spelling, and .55
with Word Study Skills, The Phonemes and Pintner-
Cunningham tests also correlated near or above 30 with
the criterion measures.

Summary of velationships hetveen readiness aned
reading. A sumnuary of predictive relationships of the
various prereading measures is reported in Tables 8 and
9. In Table 8, the Paragraph Meaning subtest of the
Stanford Achievement Test is used as a measure of read-
ing Jachievement. For cach of the treatment groups, the
Murphy-Durrell Letter Names Test ranked first in its refa-
tionship with the criterion. Likewase, in four of the six
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Table 7 Correlation matrix {or the Phonic: Linguistic treatment?

Viariable 1 2 A + 5 O - 8 9 10 11 12 13
b Murphy-Durredl phonemes 5 S Al A3 Rl R St a1 AT R S0 59
2. Murphy-Durrell fetter names 30 19 27 A0 A1 A3 S0 AT S0 AT 51 55
A Murphy-Durrell leaming rate R¥l 19 35 .28 A0 U A A8 52 40 43 50
1. Thurstone pattern copyving A0 2 A5 .28 2 20 S0 A0 34 34 .35 39
5. Thurstone-Jeffrey idenneal forms A3 30 2R e 25 32 2 38 35 31 .32 35
0. Metropolitan word meaning -t Bt A0 27 Kol 29 8 35 32 S5 .29 30
=, Merropolitan listening -0 .33 2 .20 32 LAY S1 Al 33 -2 r 31
R. Pintner-Cunningham raw score St 50 41 50 52 18 51 S0 52 S+ A 56
9 Stanford word reading 59 37 18 30 1] A5 .31 S0 81 60 84 80
10 swnford paragraph meanmg AT 39 A2 At 35 32 A3 52 Al O0 0 "6
11. stanford voacabulin 53 e Ny 34 3 S5 42 AN b K a0 03
12. Stanford spetling 30 Al 43 .38 32 29 2= A7 B ¢ .60 .80
13. stanford word stucdy skilis A9 55 50 A9 33 30 31 30 .80 6 63 80
Means )2 356 10.8 9.0 123 DA 9.5 395 20,7 24t 2l 11.2 a7
Standard deviations 2 1155 291 577 5.55 233 229 ~.30 (.4t 9.33 0.08 3.9 894

S Correlations were calosdated by pooling wathm class and sex tor theso treatments libeled Phonie Lingusstie: Means and pooled eslimuaies of the stancard wles wanons are
prosented at the base of the able The v upon whc b this table s based v 188 from 23 classes in ihree projeas

summury ol correlations between premeasures 2 Stanford Paragra Meaning Test for
Table 8  Sumonury ol lations het neasures and Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test f

cach of six treatments

Basal plus

fanguage

Basal ila Phonics Experience Linguisiic Phonic Linguistue
Murphy-Durrell phonemes D S3 32 Al S0 5T
Murphy-Dursell el eiters 2 R SS St S5 S
Murphy-Durrell learning rite U] 3 29 28 19 32
Thurstone pattern copying kY 11 0 a3 35 KX
Thurstone-leffrey identical tarms 20 33 i 29 2 3S
Metropoltan word medanimg Aan RG] [ 10 ke 32
Metropohtan listening 23 29 AN 18 27 KR
Pintner-Cunningham Intelhgence Test 12 <2 30 Jbd [ 52

treatment groups, the Murphyv-Durrell Phonemes Test
ranked as the second best predictor of reading achieve-
ment. The lowest correlation between Letter Names and
the Paragraph Meaning subtest was 31 while the high-
est relationship was .39, Obviously, the ability to recog-
nize letters at the heginning of first grade was related o
reading success in all of the methods and programs em-
ploved in the study.

Correlations between the other readiness measures
and reading achievement were moye vaviable.
Cocfficients of correlation hetween the Phonemes sub-
test and the Paragraph Meaning subtest ranged from .41
to 537, Furthermore. correlations with Paragraph Meaning
ranged from 28 10 .52 for the Leaming Rate test, 33 to
A0 Tor the Patiern Copying test, .27 1o 10 for the
Identical Forms est 19 101t for the Metropolitan
Meaning test, (18 1o 38 lor the Metopolitan Listening

test. and L2 to 50 for the Pintner-Cunningham
Intelligence Test, For these tests, there wis some indica-
tion that predictive relationships were higher within
some treatments than within others.

The predictive relationship of cach of the various
subtests with the Word Reading tests are presented in
Table 9. For five of the six treatments, the Letter Names
subtest was the best predictor of Word Recognition ahili-
ty. The only exception was the Phonic Linguistic treat-
ment where the Phonemes test correlated hest with the
criterion. The lowest correlation hetween Letter Names
and Word Reading was .32 for the Language Experience
group, while the highest correlation wis .60 for the Lt
group. For most of the other readiness measures, the
predictive relationship was also consistent from treat-
ment to treatment.

24
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Table 9 Summary of correlations between premeasures and Word Reading Test for each of six

treatments
Basal plus Language
Basal it Phonics Fxperience Linguistic Phonic Linguistic
Murphy-Durrell phonemes EES S+ S 13 53 59
Murphy-Durrell fetter names 55 00 SR 82 30 A7
Murphy-Durrell learning rate .38 33 .39 .29 BT 18
Thurstone pattern copving 34 A5 S0 33 .30 .36
Thurstone-Jeftrey identical forms 29 36 10 .29 29 38
Metropohtan word meaning A2 A 1] .21 31 35
Metropolitan listening 22 3l A7 17 23 31
Pintner-Cunnmglham Intelligence Test H A2 57 A2 AT 30

Intercorrelations among group and individual
achievement measures

Intercorrelations were also computed for the
Stantord Word Reading, Stanford Paragraph Meaning.
© Gilmore Accuracy, Gilmore Rate of Reading, Fry
Phonetically Regular Word List. and Gates Word
Pronunciiation Test. There was special interest in deter-
mining the relationships among the Stanford Word
Reading Test, the Frv Word List, and the Gates Word
List. The Stanford test dilfered from the other two in that
it was administered to a group. the Fry test was unique
in that it was designed to test children's recognition of
phonetically regular words. The Gates list, on the other
hand, consisted of high [requency words with no regard
for regularity in sound-symbol relationships. The investi-
gators were interested in assessing the degree of inde-
pendence among these three measures of word recogni-
tiem. Correlation cocfficients computed for cach
treatment group are reported in Tables 100 110 120 130 14,
and 15, The correlations between the Sanford Word
Reading Test and the Frv test ranged from .09 to 83 for
the six treatments. Correlations between the Word
Reading test and the Gates test varied from .71 1o .806.
Furthermore, the Gates and Fry lists correlated hetween
75 and 92 with cach other. Evidently, a child who can
read phoneticaly regular words can also read high fre-
queney words, and a child who can identify words in a
group sittation can do likewise on an individual test. In
addition, the Gilmore Accuracy score correlated from .84
10 .90 with the Gates Word Pronunciation Test for the
various treatments. This would indicae that pronouncing
aword in context is closely related o pronouncing a
word in isolation. As a further indication of the interrelat-
edness of reading skills at the first-grade level, it is inter-
osting to note that correlatinns between rate of reading

and the Gates Word Pronunciation Test ranged from .49
10 .78, certainly a substantial correlation.

Relationships betwecen teacher, pupil, class
characteristics, and achievement

The relationships between various pupil, class, and
teacher characteristics and achievement on the Stanford
Battery are reported in Table 16. From this mble, it is ob-
vious that none of the characteristics is highly related 1o
achievement on any of the Stanford meusures. For the
class sizes reported in this study, there was no relation-
ship with first-grade achievement. However, there were
no very large or very small classes involved in the study.
Teacher absence (within the limits of this particular sam-
ple) was likewise unrelated to achievement. Teacher ex-
perience was positively related 1o reading achievement
with correlations in the neighhorhood of .30. However,

Table 10 Intercorrelations of individual outcome
measures and selected subtests from
the Stanford Achievement Test for the
Basal reatment

Varable 1 2 3 + 5 ¢
1 stantford word reading Ry T8 387278
2 stanford paragraph meaning 8 02 T TR
3 Gilmore acauracy 0178 82
o4 Gilmore rale A5 30
3 Fry word st B0
6 Gates word st
Means 03 2o 32T Shy 00 135
Standard desations 08T KRV 1113 2031 Tl L

* Corrcluons were calonlated sithim projeas and sex and pooled over these
s The S apon which the abte s based s ot 0 conmng trom 15 orojects
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Table 11 intercorrelations of individual outcome mea-
sures and selected subtests from the Stanford
Achievement Test for the i.t.a. treatment?

Table 14  Intercorrelations of individual outcome mea-
sures and selected subtests from the Stanford
Achievernent Test for the Linguistic treatment?

Variable |

2 3 bl 3 0 Variahle | 2 3 | 5 O
1. Sianford word reading B R0 3 09 R3 1. stanford word reading 81 82 0 83 84
2 Stanford paragraph meaning 9 [S5 TR OO 2 stunford paragraph meaning .85 R N T 5 1
3. Gilmiore accuracy KO B U B X1 3. Gilmore aecuniey St #8 90
4 Gilmore rae i 07 1. Gilmore rare S I
5. ¥y word list -3 S Frv word list 92
6. Gates word hst 0 Gates word st
Means 238 219 249 (03 0.3 187 Meuns 186 IS8 18 138 80 Q0>
sundard devations ST 099 1357 3003 10035 S R3 Stndard deviations To6 0 93 1211 270 T 19 830
& Correlations were caleulated withe, profects and sen aad pooled over these G Carrelations were caloulated withn propecs and sesand pooled ovet these
umts The N upeon which the tible s based s 103 conung from Hyve projects ungs The N upon which e Lihle s based s T conung (tom thiee projects.
Table 12  Intercorrelations of individual outcome mea- Table 15 Intcrcorrclations of mdividual outcome
sures and selected subtests from the Stanford meisures and selected subtests [rom the
Achievement Test for the Basal plus Phonics stanford Achievement Test for the
treatment Phonic, Linguistic treatment?
Varable ! 2 3 " 5 6 Variable ! 2 3 4 S 6
i. Stanford word reading 82 .70 S8 TA Ty 1 Stanford word reading K3 =3 300 KRy
2. Stanford paragraph meaning Y R 2. stanford paragraph meanming 5 e T 72
3. Gilmore accuracy [ (R i 3 Gilmore aceurniey 65 B3 84
4 Gilmore rate a0 SA 1. Gilmore ate 07 08
5. Frv word hst B 3 Ery word lis La
0. Gates waord list O Gates word liw
Aeans 232 232 i 3RS 1343 174 Means 208 217 A AT I8 2 2ns
standard deviations 082 RST InoT 002 033 TIo Standard deyaations 0AT 904 1120 253 876 979

A Correlations were caloulated witlun progecis and sevand pooied caer these
uts The M upon which the able is based w180 commg zom three progeads

Table 13 Intercorrelations of individual outcome
measures and selected subtests from the
Stanford Achievement Test for the Language
Experience treament!

\anable 1 2 A ! D) 0
1 stanford word reading 5 s [ =0
2. Stanford puragraph mearing 0 49 TR H3
A Gilmore aecuracy 1T R N0
1 Gilmaone rate 15 Y
S Frv word st =9
0. Gales word st
Means 200 ws 215 327 RO 1ho
Standasd deviatons T3 90l oRe 2099 S0y T on

dCarrctanas were caloalatcd wothun prodects and sen and pooted oser these
umts Fhe N upon swchseh the abte s based o T4 onung troem thiee projeas

& Correlanons were cabloalated sailin prowects and sexarid pooled over these
units “The S apon whahihe table s based s e coming liom three progedts

the correlations reported between teacher experience and
reading achicvement were substantially fower than simi-
lar correlations between reading readiness and reading
achicvement. In general, the younger children did some-
what better in reading than did his older counterpar.
Also, in general, the child who atiended school regularly
did somewhat betier than the child who was absent occa-
sionally. However, this relitionship was negligible, n
summary, it can be said that the teacher characteristics
measured in this study were negligibly related 1o reading
success, Furthermore, child age, pupil absence, and class
size were related only o a very slight degree.

Data that could not be quantified were also ob-
tained. A great deal of information ahout school and
community characteristics was collected. but much of
this was categorical in nature. Information concerning
these characteristics within cach project is tabled in the
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appendix to the final report of the Coordinating Center
(Bond & Dykstra, 1967),

Evaluation of effectiveness of primary
reading programs in the Cooperative
Research Program

That part of the analysis which was concerned with
evaluating the relative effectiveness of the primary vead-
ing programs in the Cooperative Research Program in
First-Grade Reuading Instruction is presented below.
Because not all the various approaches were used in all
projects, comparisons could not be made between and
among all of them. However, projects which had in
common ;i Basal treatment with another treatment (such
as ita) were grouped together. In this manner, the
Dasal veader treatment was used as a benchmark against
which to compire achievement in cach of the less iradi-
tional nonbasal programs.

General procedures

Data from 15 projects were used in this part of the
analysis. These particular 15 projects were included be-
cause they used a sample which was considered to be
representative of the total population and an experi-
mental program which also was used in another investi-
gation. The establishment of these nwvo criteria eliminated
aypical populiations such as those comprised of Spanish-
speaking voungsters and projects which included a treau-
ment such as individualized reading which was not
replicated inany other project.

Six types of instructional materials or methods
were used as experimental treatments in maore than one
project. These six groupings were Tabeled Initial
Teaching Alphabet. Basal plus Phonics, Language
Experience. Linguistic. Phonic Linguistic. and Basal. A
listing of the specitic materials which comprised each of
these major groupings is provided iater, Five separate
analvses were then perlormed. cach analysis using the
basal resider as a control against which 1o compare

progress in other instructional programs. All of the pro-
jects which used as experimental treatments hoth a basal
reader approach and an i.ta. approach, for example,
were combrined into a single analysis. Similarly, projects
were grouped together for analysis il they had in com-
mon programs Litbeled Basal and Langutge Experience.
Basal and Basal plus Phonics, Basal and Linguistic, and
Basal and Phonic Linguistic. It should be emphasized
that, [or this section of the analysis, methods and mate-
rials were placed in categories arbitrarily on the basis of
their common characteristics. The purpose was to get
some idea of whether or not there was a general superi-
ority of some treatment over several different projects.
Major characteristics of cach treatment are discussed.,

One of the program groupings was labeled the
Basal approach. The basal reading program. then, wis
considered an entity even though the programs of many
different publishers were used. The various sets of mate-
rials included in this category possess most, il not all, of
the foltowing characteristics: (1) Vocabulary is intro-
duced slowly and repeated often. Vocabulary control is
based on frequencey of usage rather than on regularity of
sound-symbol relationships. (2) Phonic analysis is intro-
duced gradualiy and usually only after some “sight”
words have been taught, However, from the beginning
the child is encouraged 1o use such other word recogni-
tion skills as context, structural analysis, and picture
clues. (3 Emphasis from the beginning is placed not
only on word recognition hut on comprehension and in-
terpretation of what is read. () Silent reading is empha-
sized early in the program. (3) The various reading skills
are introduced and developed systematically. (0) A well-
known Basic Reading Series is used as the major instruc-
tional tool.

Another method category utilized in this phase of
the analysis was [abeled ita, or the Initial Teaching
Alphabet. This instructional medium purports to simplify
the task of learning to read by introducing a novel 44
character alphabet with which to encode the approxi-
mately 40 sounds in the English language. In gener:il,

Table 16 Correlaions between pupil. cluss, and teacher characteristics and Stnford Battery®
Word Reading Paragraph Meamng Vocdbulan Spething Word Study Skifls
ClLiss size - 0] a1 —UA 0l — 0
Teacher absence -7 ~ 08 -ty | .03
fedcher totad experietice 2 32 py S 32
Teacher it grade esperience 23 A0 20 A0 2
Teachet rtimg 1 13 10 22 19
Chuld age -7 -i7 - 15 -2 - 20
Pupil abnence -0 - 05 TR Y )

L Coneliten coetln enis weic compred rangt b means as expermentad vanables A= 157
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one symbol is used to represent one sound, thereby
making possible more consistent phonic analysis of
words, Furthermore, the nature of the alphahet is such
that the transition from the use of the i.ta. to the use of
traditional orthography is purported to be a relatively
simple task. Two different programs comprised the ita.
approach discussed here, but these two programs had in
common the unique characteristic of a teaching medium
which was quite different from that used in any of the
other methods and materials.

A third treatment category was labeled Basal plus
Phonics. Each of the treatments in this group was com-
posed of a basal reading series with supplementary
phonics materials. The instructional programs, therefore,
although somewhat different from project to project, fol-
lowed u basic philosophy of the basal reader with the
addition of a greater phonics emphasis,

A fourth treatment group was labeled Language
Experience. A basic ¢lement of this instructional method
is that the child's own writing serves as a medium of in-
struction. The child's fisst stories are dictated to the
teacher who acts as the recorder. As soon as he is able,
the pupil writes his own stories and shares them with
the teacher. During the individual conferences hetween
pupil and teacher, the pupil is helped o recognize the
commonality between the words written and spoken
and the pupil develops the skills necessary for reading.
This approach. then, ordinarily utilizes far fewer highhy
structured instructional materals thar do most instrue-
tional programs. In addition, vocabulary control is
viewed as being in the language itsell and in the lan-
switge background of cach chitd. The pupil learns to
read the words necessary for use in writing, One of the
major instrictional tasks in this method is 1o engender a
stimulating Lainguage environment.

A fifth treatment category was Tabeled Linguistic,
The various materials included in this treatment possess
most. if uot all. of the following characteristics: (1) There

is an carly introduction to letters and knowledge of letter

names and the abilitv to recognize tetters are considered
prerequisite skills for reading instruction. (2) Sound-
symbol relationships are taught through careful sequene-
ing of word patterns. Words with high sound-svmbc.
regularity are taught first and the child is led to discover
the sound-symbol relationships which exist. In many
cases, the child is encouraged to use sound-symbol rela-
tionships as the basic word recognition technique by
withholding such clucs as pictures and word length. (3
In nuny cases, there s less emphasis on understanding
and comprchension in the carly stages. Reading is con-
sidered o process of translating graphic symbols into
sounds and primary attention is paid 1o helping the chitd
leamn the decoding svstem.

The only “pure” treaument was the Phonic/
Linguistic program published by the Lippincott Company.
As the nume imiplies, this instructional program has cer-
tain characteristics in common with phonic and linguistic
programs, as well as with basal programs, but it does not
fit well with any of the other treatments, Therefore, the
decision wits made 1o recognize this program as a sepa-
rate method under the category Phonic ‘Linguistic. 1t is, in
some respects, 4 linguistically oriented basal program
with more demanding pupil expectations.

Description of analysis

The effectiveness of the various reading programs
wis evaluated in terms of the pupil's end-of-year perfor-
mance on the five sabtests of the Stanford Achievement
Test, Primary [ Battery. which was administered to all
participating pupils after 110 days of instruction in the
first grade. In addition, a sample selected from the ex-
perimental populition was administered the Gilmore
Oral Reading Test, the Fry Phonetically Regular Word
List. and the Gates Word Pronunciation Test. These tests
were individually administered in the testing period im-
mediately following the T40-day instructional period.

Analysis of Stenford Achicvement Test scores. The
anatlysis followed a general pattern. For each of the five
comparisons (.ta. versus Basal, Language Experience
versus Basal, Basal plus Phonics versus Basal, Linguistic
versus Basal. and Phonic Linguistic versus Basal), sepa-
rate means were caleulated for males and females within
cach class on all quantitative variables. The analysis was
then conducted using these class mcans for males and
females as the experimental unit. blocking on project,
treatment, and sex. This section of the analysis was con-
ducted as if a complete factorial arrangement of treat-
ments had been made. Projects were treated as blocks
and the assumption was made that, within cach project,
treatments were assigned at random to o set of classes. It
vas assumed that identical treatments were used in cach
project (within a specified comparison such as ita, ver-
sus Basal, thus making it reasonable to test for a general
treatment effect over all projects. This portion of the
analysis, therefore, gave

‘across-projects” information.
For cach of the five treatment compurisons, an
analysis of variance was carried out on the seven
premeasures—Murphy-Durrell Phonemes, Murphy-Durrell
Tetter Namies, Murphy-Durrell Learning Kae, ‘ihurstone-

Jeftrey Identical Forms, Metropofitan Word Meaning,

Metropolitan Listening, and Pintner-Cunningham Primary
Test. The analysis of variance on premeasures wis de-
signed 1o indicaie those premeasures on which significant
differences in performance were found between basal and
nonbasal treatments., In this analysis, the Thurstone
Pattern Copying Test, which had been administered to all
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pupils, was not utilized hecause of its relatively low corre-
lation with the criterion measures and because of the diffi-
culty encountered in scoring the instrument. School. com-
munity, and teacher characteristics were not considered in
this analysis for two reasons, In the first place, these char-
acteristics, as measured in this investigation, were found
to be relatively unrelated to reading achievement.
Secondly, many of these characteristics were not guantita-
tive and, in many cases, no ordered relationship existed
among categories. As a result, most community character-
istics and such teacher characteristics as amount ol educa-
tion could not casily be incorporated as controls in a co-
variance analysis. All teacher, school, and community
characteristics by treatment within project are presented
elsewhere (Bond & Dykstra, 1967, Appendix).

The next step was to perform an analysis of covari-
ance using o minimum number of covariates. These
were chasen on the basis of their potential for adjusting
differences in preinstructional reading-related characteris-
tics. Therefore, the particular premeasures utilized as co-
variates for an ita. versus Basal comparison might be
different from those uscd for a Language Experience ver-
sus Busul comparison.

In cach of the five treatment comparisons, 4 sec-
ond covariance analysis was also conducted. This covari-
ance analysis utilized all seven premeasures as covariates
in order to make pupils in basal and nonbasal treatments
as similar as possible in their readiness for reading. This
second covariance analysis also had the advantage of be-
ing entirely consistent {rom one treatment comparison to
another in that the very sume premeasures were used as
COVUTIULes.

The across-projects covariance analysis of outcome
measures was then examined o determine whether or
not project by treatment interactions were present. 1t
should be remembered that in this analysis projects were
treated as blocks, and analysis of the data ignoring pro-
ject lines woukl be meaninglul only if no significant pro-
ject by treatment interactions were found. If such interac-
tions were present. thereby indicating thar trearment
effects did not operate in the same fashion over all pro-
jects, a within-projects analysis was conducted. This
within-projects analysis tested for treatment differences
within cach project but simultaneously for all projects.
As a result, all data from alt projects involved in a com-
parison were used 10 obtain the error term, thus increas-
ing the precision of the experiment. This analysis also
followed the patiern of first performing an analysis of
variance and then two analyses of covariance, utilizing
in tum a selected set of premeasures and the total set of
seven Premeasures. -

The discussion of the method comparisons pro-
cevds in the manner described above. First, the across-

projects analysis for cach basal versus nonbasal treat-
ment comparison is discussed. Next, the within-projects
analysis showing the relative effectiveness of the basal
and nonbasal treatments within the projects making up
that particular treatment comparison is presented.

Analysis of sample measures. An analysis, similar to
the one described for the Stanford Achievement Test re-
sults, was conducted on the accuracy and rate scores
from the Gilmore Oral Reading Test, as well as on the
Fry Phonetically Regular Word Test and the Gates Word
Pronunciation Test. Each of these tests was individually
administered to a random sample from each treatment
within each project. Although these numbers varied from
project to project, approximately 26 to 50 pupils were
chosen to represent each treatment in each project.

The analysis followed the same steps as those de-
scribed for Stanford scores. The only difference wus that
individuals were used as the experimental unit rather
than class means based on each sex. With the small
numbers involved, it was felt that the use of class means
would not have been reasonable. Furithermore, because
of consistent project by treatment interactions only the
within-projects analysis is reported. The discussion of the
within-proiects analysis of individual outcome measures
follows the discussion of the Stanford data for each of
the treatment comparisons.

An illustration of the analysis (Basal versus L.t.a.)

The analysis of the i.ta, versus Basal treatment
comparison demonstrated the technique used for all
such comparisons, The discussion of this analysis is pre-
sented in greater detail and serves as a model of the
analysis used in all cases. The projects in this particular
compuarison, as well as the numbers of pupils for each
treatment and the exact nature of the materials em-
ployed, is recorded in Tahle 17. Four of the five ita.
treatments used the Tanyzer-Mazurkiewicz Early-to-Read
nuterials (1964), while one project employed the
Downing Readers (Downing, 1963). Although these two
sets of materials differ to a considerable extent, the deci-
sion was made to pool the data because of the unique
similarity regarding the alphabet used for heginning
reading instruction, Table 17 also reveals that a variety of
basal readers were used in the projects. In fuct, in one
project. the teachers using basal programs were encour-
aged to choose any basal series they wished. However,
for the purposes of this analysis, the basal treatment was
considered to be similar from project to project.

As a first step, an analysis of variance was carried
out on the seven premeasures and the five Stanford
Reading Achievement Test scores. As was true in all of
the basal versus nonbasal treatment comparisons, the ex-
perimental unit was a class mean caleulated separately
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Table 17

Materials and numbers of classes and pupils for Basal vs. i.ta,

Fry Hahn Hayes Mazurkicwicz Tanyzer
Classes Pupils Classes Pupils Classes Pupils Classes Pupils Classes Pupils

Numbers

Basal [ 110 M 276 5 L 1- 31- D] 228

i.ra. 7 134 12 255 3 90 15 330 9 240
Materials

Basal Allyn-Bacon Variety Scou-Foresnun Row-Peterson Scolt-Foresman

American Book
i.ta. Early-to-Read Downing Readers Early-to-Read Earlv-to-Read Larly-to-Read

for each of the sexes. Projects, treatments, and sex con-
stituted the blocks in the across-projects design.
Information pertaining to the analysis of the premeasures
is reported in Table 18. Highly reliable project differ-
ences were found indicating that pupils in the various
projects differed considerably in their readiness for read-
ing. Significant differences were also found favoring girls
on five of the seven premcasures. Only one treatment
difference was found, that favoring the Basal treatment.
Treatment by project interactions was found to be signif-
icant on three of the seven premeasures.

The across-projects analysis of variance on the
Stanford measures is summarized in Columns A of Table
19. Sex differences favoring girls were found to be sig-
nificant on four of the five outcome measures. Negligible
sex by treatment interactions indicate that boys and girls
were not uniquely influenced by either the Basal or i.t.a.
treatments. Treatment differences were found to be sig-
nificant favoring the i.t.a. on the Word Reading Test and
Basal pupils on the Spelling Test. The interpretation of
differences, however, is clouded by the treatment by
project interaction reported to be significant for each of
these two measures. Moreover, significant treatment by
project interactions were found on the Paragraph
Meaning and Word Study Skills variables.

It was hoped that an analysis of covariance might
eliminate the project by treatment interactions. The analy-
sis of variance of the premieasures reported in Table 18
was studied to find covariates with the greatest potential
for eliminating the interaction. Letter Names was used as
a covariate because of the significant treatment by project
interaction and because of the large main eftects for treat-
ment. Since Phonemes subtest had somewhat the same
relationship, it was also included. Columns B of Table 19
report the results of this covariance analysis. The utiliza-
tion of the Phonemes and Letter Names subtests as co-
variates reduced the treatment by project interaction on
each of the outcome variables, but the same four were

still significant. Covariance had the desired effect, but it
was not enough to crase the treatment by project interac-
tions. Therefore, the utility of the analysis of treatment
differences across projects was still questionable.

The nature of the treatment by project interactions
is illustrated in Table 20. 1t is apparent from this table of
unadjusted means that: (1) on the Word Reading test, the
only large differences between treatments favored ita.;
(2) for the Paragraph Meaning variable, the only large
differences favored i.t.a., while small differences in the
other projects went both ways; (3) for the Spelling test,
the differences were, in general, large but not consistent
since project 3 (IHayes) favored it.a. while the other dif-
ferences generally favored Basal; and (4) tor the Word
Study Skills variable, all differences except those in pro-
ject 4 (Mazurkiewicz) favored Lra., hut the differences
were of varying amounts.

The analysis of covariance summarized in Columns
B of Table 19 also reveals that only one sex difference
was recorded, that fuvoring boys. Adjusting for premea-
sure differences on the Phonemes and Letter Names tests
crased significant differences in reading ability which
had been shown to favor girls in the analysis of variance.
Project differences, however, were found on cach of the
five outcome measures.

One last attempt wis mitde 1o eliminate treatment
by project interaction. A covariance analysis using all
seven premeasures as covariates was conducted. The re-
sult of this corariance analysis is reported in Columns C
of Table 19. Very substantial project differences still ex-
isted even though pupils’ readiness had been controlied.
Furthermore, the treaument by project interactions on
four of the five variables was still significant. Therefore,
the treatment differences found on the Word Reading,
Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, and Word Study Skills tests
could not be interpreted unambiguously.

As a result of the persistence of the project by
treatment interactions, the data were analyzed within
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Table 18  Across-projecis analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. i.r.a. comparison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell Murphy-Durrell Murphy-Durrel] Thurstone Metropolitan Metropolitan - Cunningham

Ellect Phonemes Letter Names Lewning Rate Identical Forms Meaning Listening Q
Sex 13,39 2587 TRy 4.5 34 3.63 1290
Treatment 3.38 17.02° 222 - EY! 08 Al
Sex X Treatment 63 3 .0n 29 065 1.92 82
Project 177144 10.681t AL524 10 15fF T3SH 5.841t 11704
Sex X Project 34 0% it 10 0 42 84
Tt X Project 2941 512t 11z 1 3.60tt 193 1.51
Bex X Trt X Project 14 23 22 05 A7 3T .30

¢ Significant dilference favonng Basal at 01 tevel

** sigmficant difference favoring females at 03 level

o Sgnificant ditference favoring females w04 level

t Project diflerence or interaction sigmaficant at s level

H Project difference or interaction significant at 01 level

Nofe Numerator df = 1 exeept for ali effects involving project in which case puineraior df = 4 Denominator @7~ 174

Table 19  Across-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for Basal vs. i.t.a, comparison

Word Reading Paragraph Meuaning Vocabulary Spelling Word Study Skills
Effect AY Bh CC AR g AR b cr AR g ¢ AR b ct
Sex 12534 17 A0 1927 266 2.0° 07 10724 886t ld4alt 1.86 1.07 9.97t 00 .15
Treatment 1708 2078 1332 119 3.90° 403 38 0s a 13.16% 926" 944%™ 3.54 S.16* 6.08°
SXT 21 01 03 25 .00 00 78 22 15 116 63 3 .00 40 A48
Project 2.51HT 10364 1083 1.62 R.601* 11.714° RO @104 29244 4457 B0 12001 28871 T8t L1t
aXPp .28 28 .54 04 35 62 11 13 Al 32 35 31 32 09 30
TXD 74 S00f S22 4208 A3 286HT 2.21 B3 21 1457 001 12951 691 407 552t
SXTXP .20 A 20 13 28 A6 92 1.51 120 02 4281 03 15 58 08

S Summanzes analysis of varanee. Denomimaios of = 174

T summuanzes analysis of covanance using Phonemes and Letier Names as covartes Denominale rdf ™= 172
¢ summarizes analysis of covanance using all seven premeasuses as covariates: Denoninator df = 167
* Significant differenice favoning i L at 05 level

* Signileant difference tavormg st e 01 feved

s Sigruficant difference favonng Basal at 01 fevel

F Significant difference tavortng females at 01 level

# Sigmiticant difference favonng males at 01 level

H1 Project diflerence or intesaction sigmshicari at 05 level

1 Project dilference orinertctnon signaficant e 01 level

Note Numeren df = ) for adl effects except those imohing project which are based oni o’

Table 20 Within-projects unadjusted means on Stanford measures for the Basal vs. it comprison

Word Reading Paragraph Meuning Vocubulary Spetling Word Study skills
PProject Basal ita Basal it Rasal R Basal iLa Basal [N
Frv 202 207 199 174 : 23.2 223 10.8 T 339 352
1Lthn 225 2:414) 21 8 21.6 217 22.0 13.2 112 38.5 39.6
Hayes 183 247 9.3 220 22.0 222 9.0 14.7 3.2 40.2
Mazurkiewicr 220 21 8 211 20.1 22.4 200 ¢ 13.0 89 RN 36.1
Tanyzer 175 253 161 232 205 225 102 119 339 32.0
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Table 21

Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for the Basal vs. i.ta. comparison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durreli Thurstone  Metropolitan - Mctropalitan - Cunningham
Project Effect Phonemes Toul Leters Learning Rite Identical Forms  Meaning Lislening 13
sex X Treatment 18 87 1 10 95 2 1.22
Fry Treatment .05 302 78 17 25 2.50 1.76
Sex 115 0.57t 5,08t 40 0l A1 4,201
Sex X Treatment 54 37 .03 27 05 2 U0
Hahn Treatment 1.20 05 52 292 35 1Y 03
Sex 13 212 91 .81 5 1.02 54
Sex X Preament A1 00 Q) 12 A0 R A7
Hayes Treatment 2.01 1.53 .39 15 1 63 2.6 Ao
Sex RN} 2.37 03 A o’ 27 1.23
Sex X Treatment 37 03 10 .00 A1 1.19 28
Mazurkicwicz  Treatment 10 3092t 306 .00 10.31%* 1 88
Nex 011 7551 LS 7S 1] 1.20 2.53
Sex X Treatment .00 02 00 ) 00 L2 A3
Tanyzer Treatment 11,70 139 08 33 2.31 [0 239
Sex 395 98211 270 2.0 00 2.00 TRott
¢ Significant difference Livoring ita at of fevel
* sgnificant ditference tavonng Basad at 05 level
o sipndicant difference favoring Basal at 01 fevel
1 Sgmifscant dilference favonng femitdes at 05 levet
11 Sigmbicant dillerence fvonng females at 01 level
Nete Al Fratos based on 1and 174 df
Table 22 Premeasure means for the Basal vs. it comparison
Pintner-
Murphe-Durell  Murphy Durrell Murphy-Durrell Thurstone Metropotitin Metropolitan Cunninglhiam
Project Trt. Phonemes Letter Nafnes Ledarnmg Rate Identical Forms Meaning Listenimg, 1Q
. Barsal 241 RARY 81 159 9.2 9~ 1.3
H Vi 225 293 T 150 s8R 89 .2
ek Basal 209 355 8o 1R 99 0.5 400
- Pl 22 351 OB YRS o2 90 a2
Haves Basal 10" 240 ~0 131 2 . 344
e 1L 19.9 274 “ 120 R.2 S84 320
Mazurkiewicr Hasal ity Am2 122 152 9.8 90 0.3
SRR ity 0.0 N7 115 152 8.2 88 303
Tanvror Basal 290 307 109 125 88 9~ im0
o 1 A2 RN o~ 130 9= 93 1.2

cuach project. This analysis permitted the assessment of

the eflects of treatment and sex separately for cach pro-
ject. It proceeded in exactly the same fashion as did the
across-projects analysis. First, an analysis of variance on
the premeasures within each project was carried out. As
reported in Table 21, three of the five projects found no
treatntent differences on any of the seven premeastres.

However, within the two renaining projects, signiticant

differences were found in pupil performance on the
Phonemes, Letter Names, and Word Meaning subtests. In
these projects, the randomization procedure had not suc-
ceeded in cqualizing prereading ability (as measured by
the three subtests) between the basal and nonbasal
group. This within-project analysis of premeasures again
paints out the superiority of girls with respect to pre-
reading ability. The extent of the differences in mean

32

Reprinted from READING RESEARCH QUARTERLY October/November/December 1997 32/4

39 BESTCOPYAVAILABLE




performance on the premeasures between basal and Again, a covariznce analysis was run using the

nonbxsal groups is illustrated in Tuble 22 which presents Phonemes and Letter Names subtests as covariates. This
treatment means on cach measure for each of the five covariance analysis was conducted within projects al-
Busul versiis i, projects. though simultancously for all projects and is summarized
The nest step in the within-projects analysis in- in Columins B of Table 23, The results were very similar to
volved conducting an analysis of vartancee on the those reported for the analysis of variance, One sidditional
stanford Achievement measures. This analysis is summa- reatment difference favoring ita. was found on the Word
rized in Colunmms A of Table 23. On the Word Reading Reading subtest and the significint difference which had
test, significant differences favoring the iLa. treatment  been found favoring the Basal trearment on the
were found in two of the five projects. One project Vocabulary subtest was crased, but no changes were re-
recorded a significant difference favoring the L. treat- ported for the Spelling and Paragraph Meaning subtes:s,
ment on the Paragraph Meaning subtest. On the On the Word Study Skills subtest. the covariance analysis
Vocabulary test, however, the only signiticant difference crased two of the three significant treaiment differences
favored the Basal treatment. Four of (he Tive projects re- which had been found in the analysis of variance. The
ported significant ditferences between treatments on the use of covariance also rended 1o climinate sex differences
Spelling subtest, three of these differences favoring the . which had been found o favor girls. Evidently, the superi-
Basal group. This Lack of unanimity was further poinied ority of girls in reading achievement at the end of the year
out by the analysis of scores on the Word Study skills could he accounted for by their superiority in prereading
subtest where two projects found significant treament capability at the beginning of the year,
differences favoring it but one project found a signifi- The second covariancee analysis, utilizing all seven
cant difference favoring the Basal treatment. premedasures as covariates, is reported in Columns € of

Table 23  Within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for the Basal va, it comparison

Word Resweing Paragraph Meaning Vacabuliry Spetling Word Study Skills

P Eleet Al i o Ab 13 od Ab s cd ab e cd Ab 1 cd

1Ses I A4 A8 o 28 i 11 13 211 302 270 21 0o 1 O ns 19
Teeatmeni 10 176 255 1o AR 15 R on 1o TR 656"t A8yt A8 220 400
N ) 1o 00 20 o) 02 G1R% o HY a0 A0 03 0} S0 It (il

REEEN s 0o 0= Lo 2T 308 1Y I A1 S2 30] | 84 203 (13 o 11
Tricatment L OR | 49 fu2 1] A 25 i 04 of PO B AT HATy 14 [§5 1=
) 16 04 31 lu (15 al 04 27 0f il o” Al 35 (1M 14

4N VO i3] oo R [N 85 01 111 16~ S 12 02 33 02 1~
Tredatienn 11 0t 10200 T 07 1.9 0.2 1 % nl! 2] 20 [566% [46000 2] A7 HO* Ao DESRAM
S o 03 A0 ) 19 A7 i 20 Rt 2 1 8 02 ol ao 08

[EEAEN 67T - [BRN SO0TH iR 91 20 St 2R7 RER] ki8] 03 4 301t 1~ ~0
Treatnent 14 1 RY° REIRY 53 20 1 63 S QT 18] 1R} A5 441 I8A&uT 24174 5420 £ "R
YR 1 ~4 o i) 32 Al m 19 R 10 12 10 91 RAEL 278

3 Nea A0 [l 1} PO 21 O 0 203 purye 9T 120 12 A0™H 15 0
Licatment 32008 43 2 29 g2 12048 1200 1] 1 415 [ 13 200 N OX [OGS™ 1398 {oy2*
S t 11 13 10 19 18 81 o 11 31 35 A5 02 (41} KiRY

S proects i nemencal order are T Thhing Mazurthiesacz, and Tam zer

Y Susutnanses bl as of vanance £ natios aee based on 1 ognd 17007

© Sunanzes covar e e usmg Phonemes and Feiter Napies as covanates Faatios aic based on Land 172 df

D unimanzes covaance using i seven premeastres as cosanates Canos e based on baid 167 Jf

S Sigulseant diflerence Tivonag ot ar oS el

** Sizmsbcant dilfewence tvornag st ae ol eved

“* sigraficant dilference tasonmyg Basal at 03 jeve !

4 Signutteant diflcience tavornng Basal st ol leved

1 Sipaulicant dtterence tavonng lenules at ot lewel

L tmern i b e BEST CQPY AVAILABLE

V
HoSimbicant difterence L onng lemales st 03 level
11
it
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Table 24

Unadjusted and adjusted Stanford means for the Basal vs. i.ta. comparison

Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Vocabuliry Spething Word Stucly Skalls
Project Treanient A% b e Al nb 5 Al ph . Al ph ! Al ph €
Frv Basal 202 212 206 199 21a 2044 232 240 243 s (] 11 3450 355 510
‘ (! Bk 227224 174 0.0 194 223 RN 247 Tt RO R 352 A7T0 0 473
t1ihn Hasal 225 BAN 22.0 218 21.2 212 21.7 21.3 210 142 129 149 iHS 82479
' Ll 240 231 240 2LGO 0.5 a7 20 M2 No e o 08 3o 385 383
Haves Basitl 18,5 236 237 193 256 254 220 204 205 90 121 122 3.2 408 104
o 14l 217 277289 220 259 278 222 v 2o | T IO 1~ 1.2 442 6.1
L, Basal 220 200 200 211 185 182 22 2006 207 136 124 121 RN 300 308
Mazurkiewics g B2 26 200 04 197 4 00 200 HO 01 HB5 301 358 455
Tanvzer Basal 175 177 18.1 161 16.0 16.5 205 204 209 10.2 to ] o8 358 3.2 352
e [BE 25.3 238 238 235.2 21.5 21.5 225 21 2.7 1o 11 112 22.0 400 401

ot Repors unadhsted means
Y Means adjusted for premeasuse diflerences on Phonemes and Letter Names
Cuteans adiusted for alt seven covarnates

Table 25

Subjects used for the analysis of individual
outcome measures for the Basal vs. f.ta,

comparison
Project Treamment  Mabes Femuales Total
. Basal 12 15 27
I'rv
Lba. 23 144 A
Basal 2 20 S0
thihn i 23 24 0
Basal 5 15 A0
v :
Haves i 14 s A
. - Basal 1 13 25
Masurkaewe, . " i W
Tanyser Basal ) s 17
o 1ea 8 10 18

Tuble 23, The utilization of seven premeasures instead of
two changed matters very littde, Generally speaking, the
same conclusions would be drawn from cither of these
two covariance analyses, In this case, adding covariates
beyond the first two served very little purpose.

The unadjusted and adjusted means for the Basal
versus Lta, groups within cach project are reported in
Table 24, This table illustrates the actual extent of the
difference between the two treatments. Much greater dif-
ferences in mean performance can be noted for some
projects than for others.

Analysis of individual outcome measures. The
Gilmore Oral Reading Test, the Fry Phonetically Reguliar
Word Test, and the Gates Word Pronunciation Test were
administered individually 1o a sample from each treat-
ment. The analysis of these test scores [ollowed the
same pattern as that described for the Sanford
Achievement ‘Test results However, although both
across-projects and within-projects analyses were em-
ploved, only the within-projects results aie reported, In
general, project by treatment interactions were found to
exist, therehy making unambiguous interpretation of
treatment differences across projects difficalt.

Table 25 reports the numiber of subjects for whom
complete information on the premeasures and individual
tests wis obtained for the Basal versus Lta. comparison.
The within-projects analysis of variance on the premea-
sures is summarized in Table 20, Relatively few treat-
ment differences on premeasures are reported. The ran-
dom selection of pupils from eiach weatment apparently
succeeded quite well in making the two groups of pupils
simikay in readiness lor reading,

The within-projects analysis of variance and covari-
ance of outcame measures is summarized in Table 27.
As usual, Columns A summarize the analysis of variance,
Columns B summarize an analysis of covariance using a
minimum set of covariates, and Columns C repon the
analysis of covariance using all eight premeasures.
(Throughout this section of analysis, cight premeasures
are recorded for the individual outcome measures analy-
sis. The Pattern Copying test, which was not used in the
analysis of stanford scores, is used in afl of the analyses
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Table 26

Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. it.a. comparison

Thurstone Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell . Muarphy-Dursell . Mursphy-Dusrel! Pattesn Thurstone Metropoltan  Metropolitan - Cunningham

Proget Flloot Phanemes Letter Names Learning Rate Capying  Identical Forms Meaning Listening 1Q

Sex 04 337 1.19 {30 295 G 0 G431
I'n Lreatment 05 "2 KA 160 05 i 00 Loy
S ox [ 02 13 0 25 29 K .23
LYEN 04 50 113 S0 37y an 13 .33
Habin Treatment SK 30 ol 2.9 4.0 02 A.00 05
S T 3 140 .38 1.12 AT 08 K 00
Sex 118 330 A2 01 1.13 02 03 1.12
Haves Treatment R34 25 37 1427 1.20 219 28 205
ST 20 00 85 1.33 1.41 2 1.13 1.25
ey 201 08 1.73 1.06 .M 243 20 .01
Mazarhiewicz  [reatiment 10y 179 8 69 07 1.32 30 .00
S a T 0 12 01 .05 12 .03 22 .19

Sex 9391+ 446t 159 10,584 53 o 375 5.05¢
T 21 Treatment o 38* O 08 1.20 70 290 1.82 387
ST A0 03 .35 1.20 .08 00 1.78 7

* gnificant detference favonng b gt 05 leved

* sipadrant diference favonng Basal at 01 lesel

5 Signihcant difference favonag females at 03 level
L osigoificant ditference Livonng fenides at 01 fevet
Nee Al rauos are hased on 1 and 202 df

Table 27

COMPUrison

Within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on individua! outcome measures for Basal vs, i.t.a.

Grimore Accuricy

Gilmore Rate

Fry Word List

Gaes Ward List

P Pl ab 1 cd ab it cd AP B cd AP pe

1 Sea 16074 129547 9 HAt 10,391 1388 10244 2.2° 10 A3 ~30H .15t 2.03
Trement 10 35 0] .70 821 318 5.00° T25 100yt B3 9l 2.16
sen o Treatment (4] A6 a0 Rial 116 99 40 A9 32 Elet 23" 2.18

2 RGN th 118 i 32 45 0% 53 RIR) 1.58 0y 00 .25
Treatment 01 Db 52 11! 250 197 11.75% 1072 11.05 5.52" HO04* 4.29°
Sen c redtment 1o 00 2= 3 14 00 (3 00 11 .00 M 35

LI YEN [ ~0 0 9347 R 2Kt (.05t 242 155 HO 170 1.00 08
| restment AT 207 32 A2l t.36 170 30.02%  360.80* 3R 60* IR AR 322t 37O
Sex » o breatment 82 134 172 28 .29 41 90 1.17 1.22 a7 T .06

' EYRN 03 S0 0, 1.0 11 1.34 02 107 35 00 112 S0
Freatient b 2T 0 143 81 2587 83 - 1.906 [§8] 13 04
Sen s Freddnent 15 == 133 14 19 a 13 28 A4 22 24 15

S Sen 183 0O 43 ol 12 03 S8 24 53 118 145 1.56
Lieatment 1 oRee 478 B QT 4t .02 0y A8 00T 550 80,38 28,43 2527 3500
Sen s Tredtment 155 2206 214 Tl 19 113 I 28 193 2.00 10 2+ oV

S Prowcts i reomens tderder are B Haha Hases Mazwkiewscs, and Tam zer

R
‘
[

S siothicant dilferonee tvemag i a gt 03 devel

= Spgmbcant diference Livenmg rta at 0t evel

S Sipnihicant difterence favonng Basabal 05 level
Ngheant dhHeronce Livonng females at 03 Jevel
T4 Sigvficant dilference Livonng lemales 4 o] fevel

somnnzcs nadvas oF vanee 4 aiieos are based on 1 and 292 4
NumnnZzes onarance usng Phonemes. Patiesn Copyang, and Tisiemng as covanates Frtios are based on 1 and 28 off
somnunzes covanance using ail eight premicasares as covanates Franos are based on 1and 284 df
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of individual outcome measures.) As reported in Column
C, there were no differences between the it.a. subjects
and the Basal subjects on the accuracy score of the
Gilmore Oral Reading Test in four of the five projects.
The one project which reported w significant difference
between treatments indicated that these differences fa-
vored the ita. group. In terms of reading rate, none of
the five projects found significant differences between
treatments. However, there were pronounced differences
on the two Word Recognition tests. Four of the five pro-
jects reported significant differences on the Fry Word
List, all of which favored the i.t.a. treatment. Three of the
five projects feund significant differences in favor of the
i.La. treattnent on the Gates test. This finding supports
the results of the analysis of reatment differences on the
Stanford Word Reading test where differences were also
found to favor the i.ta. approach.

The actual unadjusted and adjusted means for the
i.t.a. and Basal treatments are reported in Table 28, The
differences in mean performance on the Fry and Gates
word lists are often quite striking.

Summary of Basal versus i.t.a. comparisons. The
i.ta. and Basal approaches were of approximately equal
cetfectiveness in terms of pupils’ achievement on the
Paragraph Meaning test. However, the i.ta. treatment
produced superior word recognition abilities as measured
by the Word Reading subtest of the Stanford and the Fry
and Gates word recognition lists. Evidence concerning
the spelling ability of pupils in the two groups was in-
conclusive. The Basal subjects were superior in spelling
ability in three projects, but the ita. subjects were superi-
or in a fourth project. Furthermore, no differences were

Table 28

found between treatments in reading accuracy and rate
as measured by the Gilmore Oral Reading Test.

In interpreting the results of the i.ta. versus Basal
comparisons, it should be pointed out that all testing
was done in tradiional orthography. Furthermore, chil-
dren were judged to spell a word correctly only if they
spelled it correctly in the traditional sense, No credit was
given for spelling a word correctly according to the rules
of i.t.a. Varying proportions of children in cach of the
projects were still receiving instruction in Lt.a. at the time
of testing and had not made formal transition to tradi-
tional orthography. Therefore, many of the pupils were
asked to take a test in an orthography which they had
not uscd during their instruction in reading.

Basal versus Basal plus Phonics comparisons

The Basal plus Phonics versus Basal treatment
comparison was analyzed in a manner similar to that
ontlined for the ita. versus Basal comparison. However,
in this section, as well as the sections which follow, the
analysis is presented in much less detail. Information
about projects which were involved in the Basal versus
Basal plus Phonics comparison is provided in Table 29.
Four projects with varying numbers of students had in
common i Basal treatment and a treatment which could
be considered a basal reading program with supplemen-
tary phonics. The nature of the materials is also recorded
in Table 29. Two of the four projects used exactly the
same Basal plus Phonics program. Here again, however,
any difference ~mong prograns within either the Basal
or Basal plus Phonics treatments was ignored.

Unadjusted and adjusted means on individual outcome measures for the Basal vs, 1.1, comparison

Gilmore Accuracy Gilmore Rate

Fry Word List (rates Word List

Project Treatmenl AR ;b c* A b ce Al ph = Al b <
Frv Batsal 230 27 6 25.0 vy 62.9 385 S -5 a8 123 14 4 133
" Lt 229 200 25 ey ) R 127 12l L0 159 158
fah 3asal 244 245 23 3 070 O] 032 101 o 92 ts o 15.3 15
+hn L 200 224 29 6l 59 35y 107 152 lid I S O
e sl 92 2502 239 652 "5 Sl iR 83 ) e 183 157
e ita Mo MR a0~ RO RA9 802 PR 200 214 29 150 2506
azurhien iy 1Bl 251 19.6 1~ She 824 52| 5 105 104 1" 1 139 laq
AMAUIRIERICE 215 150 1™ 055 MO 63y i A 133 "4 133 1T
Lany Basal 234 234 2R 5.9 158 0.2 A8 AN 33 4y.u v 99
anveer a 0.2 ALl 528 sil a6 e 248 24 22 248 6 221

4 Reports unadjusted mcans
P Means Aadpusted tor Phonemes. Pattern Copying, and Listening
CMeans adpasted tos all cight premeasuees
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Table 29 Materials and numbers of classes and pupils Tor Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics

Bordeiux [ayes Manning Murphy
Cliwes Pupils Classes Pupits Classes Pupuls Classes Pupils

Numbers

Busal 5 (RN S 8o 13 o 10 21

Basa! plus

Phonics s 10 5 a3 12 200 20 S1H

Materials

Basal scott-Foresimuan Scott-Foresman (rnn Scatt-Foresman

Scott-Faresman +
speech to Prnt

Basal plus
Phonics

scott-Foresman +

Phonic Word Power

Ginn b Special
Phonte Excereses

Scott-Foresnun +
Speech to Pant

Table 30 Across-projects analvsis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs, Basal plus Phonics comparison
Pintner-

Murphy-Duirell Murphv-Durrell Murphy-Dureell Thusstone Metropolitan Metropolttan Cunnimgham
Effeat PPhonemes Petier Namies Learmng Rate Idente el Forms Meamng hislening IQ
SUX O S22 39 220 63 12 S 05
Treatment 11w BN S) iy t 30 [ORDM 02
Sex x Treatment 06 2 9 o1 02 03 06
Project 12 -0 823 Ly oo J R 3068 27204 10 214
Sex X Project .03 oS A 20 .39 4 09
Treatment < Projgedt "3 1304 1 G2 174 2.9 20 103
Sex X X Proy o0 03 - 13 (s -3 28
* sahicant ditterence tivonng Basal plos Phonies st o3 Jesel
= spoihoant ditference Livonng females at 08 fevel
1 Project diference or mteraoon sigoatiant o 08 level
1 Dioject diterence o meni bon sigmbeant ar ol jesdd
Note Numetator Jf < L eseept lorall effeds mvolving progect m s heh cse numenior Jf = & Denommator of = 1344

The first step again involved an analvsis of variance
on the premeasures and Stanford tests blocking on sex,
treatment, and project. The across-projects analysis of
varianee on the premeasures is summarized in Table 30,
Highly significant project differences were found on
cach of the premicasures. A number of sex differences
also showed girls predominating. Only two treatment
differences were reported. both of these favoring the
Basal plus Phonics subjects. Furthermore, only one treat-
ment by project interacton was found to he significant.

The across-projects analysis of variinee and covars-
ance on the Sunford measures is repared in Table 31,
significant treatment differences on all five reading
achicvement measures were found to favor the Basal
plus Phonics approach. Furthermore, sex diflerences
were found to he significant and in favor of girls on three
of the five outcome meuasures even when the scores were
adjusted tor premeastre dilferences. Similarly, highly reli-
able project dilferences were found on all measures in
Doth covarianee analyvses, again indicating that projects

differed an impaortant reading-related characteristics other
than pupil readiness. Perhaps the most interesting infor-
mation in Table 31 is that regarding the treatment by pro-
ject interactions. In the covariance analyses, no treatment
by project interactions were found to be significant.
Apparently, the Basal plus Phonics and Busal treatmernis
were operating in the same fashion within each project.
This analysis graphically illustrates the superiority of the
Basal plus Phonics approach over the Basal alone.
Despite the absence of treatment by project inter-
actions, in the interests of consistency, a within-projects
analysis was also employed. The anabysis of variance on
premeitsures is reported in Table 320 Except {for one pro-
ject, no treatment difference on ANV Premeasure wils
found to exist. The acmal premensure mearns by experi-
mental treatment are reported in Table 33, The similarity
of treatment means on the various premeasures within
projects demanstrates the effectiveness of the rindom as-

signment of pupils or classes (o treaiment.
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Table 31 Across-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics

comparison
—

Word Recognition Paragraph Meaning Vocabulary Spelling Word Study Skills

Effect Al BP ce Ad Bh ct AY B> st Al B> Al b e
Al

Sex 613 274 468 16.80°* 13.32*> 16.10°* 53 18 .00 693" 342 4.40° 5.21** 257 3.15
Treatment 26.86°  23.43° 18.30° 15.89*  1643* [12.98° 14.16°  12.15* ) R.G0O° 2237 16.19* 13.53° 2447 24.10° 21.94°
SxT .08 .28 13 39 A0 82 Q¢ .01 08 0l .00 .04 .00 .00 .08
Project 14827 29.174F  13.85% 989 22301 T.28{F 877t 1745ty 80217 11040 17801 3 54f 19.38+1 22.65# 13.881
SXPp 18 BE .09 43 51 51 21 .29 s .34 .10 12 17 16 .09 1
TP 1.25 Kin .21 1.26 .80 .76 A4S 1.95 2.11 252 90 o9 1.77 .60 52
SXTxP .30 A Al .35 A7 S2 73 81 118 20 .25 21 .38 2+ 10

4 Summunzes analyss of vanance. Numerator df = 1 for all effeas except those involving project which are based on 3 df Denommator df = 134

Y Summarizes covarianee using Letter Names and Listeming as covames Numerator of = 1 for all except those imolving project which are hased on 3 df Denominator
df= 132

C summanzes coviranee usng dlseven premeasures as covariates Numeratos df = 4 for all effeces except those imvolvng project wiich are based on 3 df Denonunator
df =127

* Signilteani difterence tivonng Basal plus Phonies at 01 leved

** Significant dhfference Tavoring females at 05 tevel

*** Significant difference ivonng females e 01 level

1 Project difference or mteracton significant at 05 leved

T Project dilfesence or interaction significant at 01 levet

Table 32  Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for the Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics comparison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrel] Thurstone Metropolran  Metropolitun - Cunningham

Project Eftect Phonemes Vol Letters Learning Rate  I1dentical Forms Mcaning Listening IQ

Sex X areatment b a3 00 1.91 .23 21 198 39
Bordeaus Treatment 0l 014 1.57 2.90 22 32 .85

Sev 3" 52 240 43 ol 4 23

Sex X Treatment 39 (o -2 4 .01 01 03
Hayes Treatment 01 1.28 (0] 124 80 01 9

Sex B 117 212 1.20 04 09 1.50

Sex X Treatment 01 .on RS 12 02 20 41
Afinning Treatment +.01° 1O 45 393 03 5.80° 12 1.10

Sex 140 111 a9 97 170 52 168

Sex X Treatment 13} 24 18 02 01 02 O
Murphy Treatment 04 20 175 193 4t 145 .29

SexX 245 200 1.21 21 N “42 235
* Sigmbicant diflerence favonng Basad plus Phonies at 03 Jevet
o sigrificant dillerence Livornmg Basal plus Phomesat ot level
Aote All Fratios based on 1 and 182 df

The within-projects analysis of variance and covari- significant difterences were found on the Word Study

ance on the Stanford measures is senmarized in Table 34, Skills test. All significant differences favored the Basal plus
It is evident that the superiority of the Basal plus Phonics Phonics approach, but the superiority of this program was
trreatment was not as clearcut in this within-projects analy- not nearly so apparent in this type of analysis.
sis as it had been in the across-projects analysis. In the co- The unadjusted and adjusted Stanford means for the
variance analysis reported in Columns C, none of the four Basal versus Basal plus Phonics comparison are reported
projects showed significant treatment differences on the in Table 335, The table indicates that practically all of the
Word Reading variable. Only one significant difference mean differences favored the Basal plus Phonics treat-
was found for the Paragraph Meoning subtest, the ment. In the within-projects analysis, many of these dif-
Vocabulary subtest. and the Spelling subtest, while two ferences were not statistically significant. However, when
38 Reprinted from READING RESEARCH QUARTERLY October/November/December 1997 32/4
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the data from the four projects were pooled in the across-
projects analysis, the resulting differences did prove to he
significant, favoring the Basal plus Phonics approach.
Analysis of individual outcome measures. The
number of subjects who comprised the Basal and Basal
plus Phonics sample groups for the individual analysis is
reported in Table 36. The number of subjects chosen for
the individual tests varied considerably from project to
project. The within-projects analysis of variance on pre-
measures for the sample subjects is reported in Table 37,
Only one significant sex difference was found and rela-

tively few treatment differences were reported. The
analysis of variance and covariance on the individual
outcome measures is reported in Table 38, The covari-
ance analysis reported in Columns C found no differ-
ences in rate of reading berween the two treatments.
One of the four projects found a significant difference fa-
voring the Basal group in reading accuracy. Differences
on the Fry and Gates word lists tended to favor the Basal
plus Phonics group with three such differences reaching
statistical significance. The actual unadjusted and adjust-
ed treatment meuns are reported in Table 39. The Basal

Table 33  Premeasure means tor the Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics comparison
Pintner-
Murphv-Dusrell Murphy-Durrell  Murphyv-Durrell Thurstone Metropoltan  Metropoiitan - Cunninglim
Project Treatment  Phonemes Letter Names Leaming Rate Identical Forms Meaning Listening 1Q
Basal 242 N6 9.0 12 850 QY “43.7
Borde.an : -
ordeauy B p o1 08 83 1 83 95 1.0
. Basal 147 2.0 7.0 130 T2 -8 333
Hayes - -
. B+ =0 1.9 N 10.6 006 80 RIN]
Manning Hawal 25 280 0.3 150 68 9.5 321
o ’ B+ RO 37 in6 147 ~ 8 93 33.”
Basil 212 29 () 8- 81 s 337
Murphy R
P B+ 2o Al == 100 -y 70 o
Table 34 Within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for the Basal vs. Basal plus
Phonics comparison
YWord Recegnnion Paragraph Meaning Vocabubiny Spelhag Word Study skitls
! ab B cd AD e ¢d Ab pe o AP B¢ e ab B¢ cd
I Sex 2 1o 1 s 169 (B 1330 Ty 83 A6 3 1.58 1 to 128 T4 29 A8
Treatment 18 "1 15 0l 02 o 10 S0 o e 48 112 00 04 10
S T 21 n2 " IR} 0y 19 34 16 o 47 il 15 1.02 062 19
2 Sex - R A5 458 ANT 1 53¢ 2] 01 11§} 100 82 102 A 1A 12
Treatiment 42 P 82 21 (] 41 4 24" 1.70 193 81 208 215 20 O} 1.08
Sx o) 15 R (hy e 8 o1 01 23 0s 00 1] 08 10 0]
3 sex Ot v 16l 473 3088 Solt 0y 04 ol 218 P45 214 =1 51 "1
Treainent 1215 370 252 Tt ) 68 I 14 1129 30l 201 1977 B3R 7 Re™ 1123 o0t a5t
S 4l f o2 O i 0l T3] 309 8 S5 Ul 03 0 4y ul 04
4 Sex 281 93 e 407) 200 395t 03 (4 3y 185 5" 0 A0y ton 2309
Treatment 2 375 372 308 KSR K2R § 45" HO7 600" 110 100 X4 3270 514 -1.50°
S x T R 21 R 151 I on 24" 145 1 40 293 A0 25 S5 a2 a0 5
A Prejects i numers al order are Bordeans Haves Manming and Marphs
b sumnunzes anabvas ob vananee: Al F ratios are based on Uand 13y df
©SUMPUNZes covanance ing Setter Names and Listeming as covarnates Al F ratios are hased on Land 132 df
d summuanzes covanance usmg all seven promeasures as covarites Al E ratios are based on 1and 127 df
* Siginbicant difterence favonng Basal plas Phomos an 03 Jesel
== sigmfieant dhtterence Livonng Basaf plus Phonies ar ol deved
S sgtnrhicant difference lasonng lenales ae o3 level
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Table 35

Unadjusted and adjusted Stanford meuns for the Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics comparison

Word Reading Paragraph Mcaning

Vocabulary spelling Word Study skills

Project Treatmenr A g At opb o Al ¢ At Al b
fordequx | Bsat 190 176 185 05 189 18+ 198 189 12 98 93 84 325 309 296
D F 198 188 190 203 192 189 05 o8 197 167 10 oo 325 4la 305
Huyes Basal IS 203 202 0.3 212 220 235 236 90 102 102 342 359 339
h Ber W6 223 223 105 224 2 4 26 218 106 115 124 354 380 A0
Sannne sl 160 157 162 117 13 188 "4 173 IS4 19 St 65 s 2w
SHNAR Ly K B S IR™ a0 - W9 1y - 0" B2 96 A4 A0 A9
Murnic Basal 240 230 225 02 209 201 A6 20 203 A 04 3500 38 367
Murpay B+p 240 247 242 235 243 234 237 240 232 122 123 14 300 08 2904

4 Repons unadusted means
D veans adjusted tor premeasure differences on Letter Names and [istening
SN eans adjusted for alf seven covanates

Subjects used for the analysis of individual

Table 36
autcome measures for the Basal vs, Basal
plus Phonics comparison
Projects Treatment Males Femuales Total
N Basal 9 10 19
Bordeaux B+ p 10 10 50
_ Basal 15 15 30
Haves Bep 1A 15 30
. Basal 29 35 01
M ’ ! :
fnning B a0 20 30
Basal 26 22 1%
Murphy A
I B4 & Al o

plus Phonics treatment tended to surpass the Basal treat-
ment in performance on the two word lists, but no trend
was apparent on the Gilmore Oral Reading Test.

Summary of Basal vevsus Busal plus Phonics con-
parison. Tn general, basal program accompanied by sup-
plementary phonics materials led to significantly greater
achievement in reading than did basal materials alone.
This superiorite was especially pronounced in mean per-
formance on the Stanford Achievement Test and the Fry
and Gates word recognition tests. Practicaltly all difter-
ences on these measures favored the Basal plus Phonics
group (particularly in the across-projects analysis), ¢ven
though some of the differences failed to reach statistical
significance. No differences in rate or accuracy of read-
ing were found between the two treatments,

Basal versus Language Experience con.parisons

Four projects had as experimentat ireatments both
the Language Experience approach and the Basal reader
approach. Information about the numbers of classes in-
volved and the nature of the Basal readers is provided in
Table -40. For purposes of this analysis, the Basal ap-
proach was considered a single method. even though a
variety of basal readers were employed. Likewise, the
Language Experience approach differed considerably in
its implementation from one project to another.
However, the Language Experience approaches had
more similarities than differences and. therefore, were
considered to constitute a single treatment.

Again, the first step was to carry out an analysis of
variance on both the premeasures and the postmeasures
blocking on treatment, sex, and project. The across-
projects analysis of variance on premeasures is reported
in Table 11, Among the interesting results of this analysis
were the superiority of girls on the premeasures, the
highly reliable project differences on six of the seven
premeasures, the treatment differences on four of the
seven premeasures, and the absence of treatment by
project interactions on six of the seven premeasures.

The uanalysis of variance and covariance across pro-
jects on the Stanford measures is reported in Table 2.
The differences in mean achievement among projects is
graphically illustrated by the highly refiable Fratios re-
ported for the projects” main effect in the two covariance
analyses. Ttis also apparent from Table 12 that sex differ-
ences in achievement tend to disippear when differ-
cnces in premeasure capability are taken into account.
Treatment differences in the analysis of vuriance. as re-
ported in Columns A tended 1o be negligible. Ttowever,
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Table 37 Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics comparison

Thurstone Pintner-
Moumphy-Durrell Muephy-Durrell Murphy-Durrell Pattemn Thurstone Metropolitan Metropolitan - Cunningham

Project it Phoncmes fetter Numes  Leamning Rate Copying Identical Forms Meaning Listening 1Q
Sex 28 24 22 A1 A9 a0t 03 05
Manning Treatment 385 T8 TLORe 23 A0 5.160 207 02
SXT 14 20 .20 1.90 S0 .24 0 04
Sex R Al Rl 01 311 20 01 3.18

Hayes Treamment [§18] 149 39 12,514 311 19 “0 4.5
SXT 01 81 16 T 31 1.30 1.14 07
Sex A0 08 A2 20 Q9 1.70 906 42
Murpin Treatment 49 0% 3ns 1179 39 16 08 220
SXT 1.07 .00 171 3.50 04 80 1.15 09
Sex 08 81 03 .33 138 05 "6 .20
Bordeaux Treatment 32 2.7 0] .03 +.93° 4.07" Ul .23
ST S0 12 RE 33 .09 00 193 U8

* Significant dsfierence Ly onng Basal plus Phonics at .05 [evel.
** Significant difference favonng Basal plus Phomces at 01 level
°** sigmfrcant diflerence fusonng Basal at 05 leved

t Sigorficant difference Tavonng Basal at o1 level

1 Significant ditference tavorsng miles at 05 lesel

Note Al Franos are based on 1 and 3439 df

Table 38

Within-projects analysis of variunce and covariance on individual outcome measures for Basal vs. Basal plus
Plionics comparison

Gilmore Accuracy

Gilmore Rate

Fry Word List

Gates Word List

74

Pl Effect Ab B Ab B¢ cd ab Be ol Ab g

[ Sex {14 a3 8 242 Loy 212 0] 3~ 3 9 A8 AR
iTeatment 133 03 1 14 25 00 4 29¢ 1.87 R B0 01 A3
sex X Teeaunent S 1.22 85 .58 75 57 1.0 L0 1.00 "3 130 87

Josen R 0o (L 214 Lo 132 00 Rh 53 25 .02 07
Treatment as 273 281 A3 8] 01 08 1.90 1.55 29 30 20
Sex X Treatment 10 58 [E) 24 246 289 -5 A8 13 831 A AR

3 Sex 2 9 €0t 281 155 243 211 19 25 00 65 o .23
Treatment U2 43 [y NN RY) ({5 G637 158 232 0.8 272 4.5
Sex W Treatment A3 03 o” 162 300 2068 23 ol 10 A9 R 16

1 Sex P13 23R 138 1 O 2 o0 RER oo 013 16 Q0 03 09
Treatment 32 AOHT S0 1 33 27" 208 3725 ARS4M 452 1548 15027 17 46
Sex X Treatment 21 23 I B +9 08 79 83 1.7 1 Ko 2350 124

* Projects i numenicd onder e Bordeaus Haves Mannmg, and Murpha

P sumnuarzes dnaives ol vaeanes AllF anos are based on 3 oand 349 df

©summanzes covananee usmg Letter Sames, Pattern Copumng, anid Mednmp as covaeates Al S ratios are bused on 1 oand S JF

S humnmuasizes covanance ustag alb eght premeasuses as covaerates Al £ ratos are based on 1 and 34 df

* Sigmibeant difterence Livormg Basal phis Phonies at 08 Jevel

* szmficant difterence tavosing Basal plus Phomos at od level

s signihicant difference fav o Basal ae 05 level

T Ssignthant differerce tvonng females at 05 feved

it Interacnon sigmhicant ar 05 leved
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Table 39 Unadjusted and adjusted means on individual outcome measures for the Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics

comparison
Gilmore Accuracy Gilmore Rate Fry Word List Gates Word List
Project Treament AR b ¢ Al sh ct A4 P c Al b ct
Bordeaus Basal 214 24.2 19.0 58.4 626 585 5.0 6.4 4.8 10,9 12.6 10.3
ToBeP 258 24.7 228 612 59.2 58.7 0.4 89 83 13.1 12.4 1.5
Haves Basal 19.2 225 227 5.2 70.1 711 A8 55 6.1 11.4 13.4 13.6
ayes B+P 19.8 26.4 26.4 61.3 70.3 70.7 43 76 79 10.4 1.2 14.2
: - ¢ 4.5 52 3 3 C -
Manning Busal 1.8 119 145 520 52.8 j{.() 2 1 2.1 1.9 8.; 88 8.6
B+P 19.3 16.0 16.4 00.5 56.¢ 55.2 RE! 3 12,5 1.5 10.7
Murphy Basal 30.9 30.8 316 Gl.3 60.5 618 137 137 13.6 17.3 7. 17.6
[ B+P 29.1 27.6 284 36.6 543 55.2 20.7 20.0 0.3 2211 24.2 217
4 Repors unadjusted means
NI adjusted for Letier Names. Pattern Copying. and Meaning
< yicans adjusted for all cight premeasures
Table 40  Materials and numbers of classes and pupils for Basal vs. Language Experience
Clelund Hahn Kendrick Stauffer
Classes Pupils Clisses Pupils Classes Pupils Classes Pupils
Numbers
Basal 12 376 12 276 pig 0652 10 219
Language
Experience 11 287 12 209 ra 037 10 238
Materials
Basal Scatt-Foresman Vanety Ginn Nariety
Table 41  Across-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. Language Experience comparison
Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell Murphy-Durrell Murphy-)-rerell Thumstone Motropolitin Metropolitan Cunningham
Effect Phonemes Letter Names Learmng Rate Identical Forms Meaning Listening 1Q
Sex 11.31% 10.007 .23 B 5 70H .32 7.16%
Treatment 0920 1.5 -+ 18° 11.99* 5.29* 0l 1.89
Sex X Treatment "6 03 (§55) 55 07 00 A5
Project 30,370 18,51ttt 18. 17+ 1.04 16113+t T2 795t
sex X Project 06 41 A0 . H 10 .33 23
Ta. X Project 1117 120 A 2.03 219 142 1.27
sex X T X Proj 11 20 08 27 R SO a5
* Significant difference favonng Language Fxpenence at 03 kevel
** Sigmlicant difterence favonng Basal at o1 evel
oo sipmbhicant difference favonng females at 05 feved
1 Signdtcant difference fvonng lfemales at 01 fevel BEST CO PY AVA“—ABLE
H osgmilicant difference fasoring mades at 03 Tesel
1 Progect diflerence or interaction signihicant st ol feved
Note Numertar of = 1, except for all etfeas imvolmg project i wlicch numerator df = 3 Do atondf = 220
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Table 42 Across-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for Basal vs. Language Experience
COMPrison

Word Reading Parigraph Meaning Yocabulary Spelling Word Study Skills
Bffect Al B v Ad b o A ph Al b & AR Bb c
sex = g a0 sl 18.23% 350 (05" 12 744t A0 1292 211 208 B 16" 00 94
Treaument 253 3592 B0 [y 2.28 ] 209 24.60° 1.49 03 6,77 00 .03 14.60* 21
SXT il 28 10 an 4191 03 51 98 -2 006 OB 02 [\ 21 04
Project  2S.HHH 0828HT 52 40t 0. T5.57HE O278HE  1LOSHT 22914 20.15H 30874 60 9141 49 Q6FH 14 884 S3.87HT 13.27Ht
SX P o a0 20 RE .25 A3 10 25 .27 .01 .01 03 11 28 A3
TXxXPp 223 1.43 2951 S0t 257 5.26t+ 50 3.351F  4.1911 L0 T B8 1.0+ 2.0+ 286+
S X TP 20 22 2A 28 27 34 By 45 27 17 T4 15 .33 31 25

Ssummanizes andysis of viance: Numerator df < 1 or .l exeept those nvolung proeat which are Dased on 3 df” Denominator off = 220

Y Summuanzes covamance using Phonemes andd Tdeatical Forms as conanates Numeritor df = 1 for all effecis except those mvolving project which are based on 3 df
Denonunator off = 224

CSummanzes covanance using all seven premeasures s covanates Numeruor df = 1 for alt eflects except those involving project which are based on 3 df Denoninator
df = 219

* smignsthieant ditfesence Livonng Language Expericnee at ol fevel

** Signihicnt difference Tovaging fenndes at 0F evel

“ Significant dificrence fvonng nides at a8 jevel

F Signiticant ditferenc e faivonng males at 01 leved,

H Praoject difterence o mieracton sgnd:cat at 035 level

= Projea ditlerence o interacton sigmbicant at o1 fevel

Table 43  Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for the Basal vs. Language Experience comparison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell Murply-Duarrell  Murphy-Durrell Thurstone Metropobtan - Metropolitun - Cunningham

Project Lftect Phonemes Towd Letiers Leaming Rate  Tdentical Forms Mcaning Listening 1Q

Sex X Fredttient RlY 25 09 09 11 1 .02
Cleland Treatment NN 86 03 3.33 118 10 15

Sex 234 21y 06 K9 A8 01 1.27

Sex X Treatment 00 01 00 .02 Ka o° N6
1lihn Treaument 1 = 29 11 42 85 05

Sex i18 3,30 O+ 1.50 1.10 s At

Ses > Treatment 02 s 15 (0 00 S0 29
Kendieh  Treatment 30 22 .04 399¢ 27 ROu*e 205 5.32°

Sen AR 185 1 S8t LN 278 01 322

Sex > Treatiment 03 22 ul Kon 18 IS 1.42
Stautlet Treatment . KO8 1Y) il 11 804 1 8 16

Sex 200 373 16 207 | ] 42 2.90
* Sigrilicant dilference bvorme Langoagze Fxpenience b 03 devel
** significant dilicrence tvorng Language Fapenence at 01 fevel
e Nigmibcant ditterence Leconmg Hasal at 05 fevel
1 Significant ditference Lavarmg Basat at 01 level
11 spnthoant dilfeience bisonng lenales ar 05 level \
Nezes AL Fratons i hased onc 1 and 220 (f BEST COPY A\’AlL-ABLE
the analvsis of covariunce reported in Columns 8, in sures s covarates. This unusual set of events is proba-
which Phonemes and Identical Forms are used as covari- bly a result of the peculiar nature of the treatment differ-
ates. found significant differences tavoring the Language ences on premeasures as reported in the across-projects
Experience approach on the Word Reading test, the analysis in Table «1. Significant treatment dilterences
Vocabulary test, the Spelling test, and the Word Study were found in the across-projects analysis for four of the
skills test. Strangely enough, these treatment differences seven premeasres. [ntwo cases, the difference favored
were erased forall but the Word Reading test when co- the Basal group, but, in the other two cases, the differ-
variance analvsis was performed using all seven premea- ence favored the Language Experience approach. At any
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rate, one would likely draw different conclusions about
the etfectivencess of Language Experience and Basal ap-
proaches depending on which of the analyses he consid-
ers. Quite different results were obtained by the analysis
of variance reported in Columns A and the analysis of
covaridnce reported in Columns B. Similarly, quite differ-
ent results were found between the covariance analyses
reported in Columns B and C.

One further finding of note in the across-projects
analysis of the Stanford concerns the treatment by pro-
ject interactions reported in Table 42, The covariance

analysis using all seven premeasures as covariates found
significant treatment by project interaction on four of the
five Stanford measures. This finding made it necessary to
look to the within-projects analysis for an assessment of
the refative effectiveness of the Basal and Language
Experience programs. However, it would be of interest
10 find the reason for the project by treatment interac-
tions. The means reported for the Stinford tests and the
treatments within cach project on Table 46 (Columns C)
reveal that the Language Experience subiects in cach of
the projects were superior on the Word Reading test.

Table 44 Pre-measure means for the Basal vs. Language Experience comparison
Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrel! Thurstorie Metropolitin - Metropolitin - Cunningham
Project Treatment Phonemes Total Letters Learning Rate  dentical Formes Meaning Listening 1Q
N 247 G Y. D ” 9.2 .
Cleland Basal ) ‘ 4 4.9 10,0 19 ¢ H ) 3 1
Language Expericnee 202 il9 10.1 101 R2 2O 405
Hahn Pasal 260 354 86 18”7 oY 05 400
. Language Expernence 276 363 9.0 181 102 92 HLA
. Basal 3.2 339 9R " R4 DXY "5
‘ndnck B - - :
Re ok Language Expenence 20,0 A0.7 10.7 159 0.3 OR 39.8
T ¢ bES rd L -. 3 3
Stffor Basal . . 139 w:l _._1 190 - Hj ﬁj.()
Language Expericnee 268 20 % 3 124 R0 8 351
Table 45 Within-projects analysis of variinee and covariance on Stanford measures tor the Basal vs. Language
Experience comparison
Word Recognition Paragraph Mcanmg Vocabutary Spelling Word study Skills
pt ab B¢ cd ab Be cd Ah B3¢ o Ab B od AP B od
1 Sex 110 03 0- 3.67 130 183 06 203 200 | o8 29 03 122 0o R
Treatment 150 174060 e 1ot 7Y 003 Toor 2.09 1538 12427 119 21 A3 S0 Ay TL207
SxXT 25 1S 18 -2 03 B3 38 .29 2 Rb; A5 I8 0= ol .l
2 Sex oW 04 IS 5.18% 181 359 00 276 1.12 288 " b 20 S3 38 a0
Treatment 1.01 233 1.78 21 14 a0 63 -2 ta A5 19 16 Sh (45 .33
ST 28 52 30 02 .02 0a 12 17 A0 21 2 5 b R 28
A Sex 1614 Sl 135 B2 33 A 24 34 A 3AsT 1L 123 g0 2 o8
Treatment R DRI 08 1307 0l (3.4 ol 2001t ox Ea 8 25¢ ~l ISR | R 113
S XT - 2 27 05 i~ I At 578 43 1] Oy 02 Y (3 2
4 Sex 146 00 18 1.30 (451 18 A1 iy 82 225 253 iy 22 22 0
Treatment OGOR" 208 530 353 40 116 1.24 0o O3 200 61 200 - 1% 1)
ST Al 01 01 05 00 A i 93 23 1" 3 00 50 50 38
S Proedts o numencal order are Cleland, Flaho, Rendrck, and Stautter
h sumaanZes anmlvse ol vanunce Fratios are based on Dand 226 J4f
Cuummurizes conariance using Phonemes and 1denual Fonms as covanates £ ratios are based an T and 220 7
Snummarizes covitmangee uamgg all secen premedasuses as covanates Fratios g based on and 219 df
s siplicant difference faconng Language 1apenence @t al fevel
s signiheaant ditterence favormg, Basal at 05 level
s signtficant difference Lasormg Basal e 01 Jeve
1 Sspficant difference favoung females at 03 level
3 Sihcaint diflerence Livornmg Tenmales at 01 lesed BEST COPY AVA” A BLE
44 Reprinted from READING RESEARCH QUARTERLY October/November/December 1997 32/4

00




Table 46

Unadjusted and adjusted Stanford means for the Basal vs. Language Experience comparison

Waord Reading Parageaph Meaning Vaocabulary spelling Waord Study Skills

Project T A wh = Ad Bh e At s & A b . Al Bb e
Clolang Sl 22a0 22T a5 055 05 05T a0 230 31 160 105 158 300 a3 3
e ) 211 255 255 Jo R JHE 28R 240 258 25.7 1.8 150 155 0.4 o 122
iihn Bueal 220 AR 21 218 Y 210 217 218 RISEG 132 155 128 K5 ARG 5
’ Lt RERE 23R LR 215 221 20 225 22 212 119 139 131 08 39.0 AR

Kendrick Basal 193 100 1= v~ 163 176 215 193 212 102 85 9. 348 312 .

L 8.8 18.0 iso 59 1s1 150 2106 210 20.0 Q4 av 1.8 235 RAN] 2.2
Serllor asal 160 R 202 159 210 Jon 181 225 21.2 a0 127 110 3R qan - RV R
o LE 192 247 222 191 20 AN 19~ 217 220 (1A 127 13.2 354 80 394

A Reports iadisted icans
b steans adjusted for premeasure ditferens e on Phonenies and Leasing Rete
¢ Ateans adpsted Tor ald seven covargtes

Table 47  Subjects used tor the analysis of individual
outcome measures for the Basal s,
Language Expericnce comparisons

Project Treatment Males Females Total
HEN 2 2 50
Hahn Banal . .‘ X .
Language Expenence 31 20
il 25 2 i
kendnck Hasal R N 9
Language xperience 29 25 R0
. NEW 2 9 U
Staulier Bl . ‘- 39
Lanpuage Expenence 19 15 A1

However. the extent of the superiority varied from pro-
ject ta project, thereby bringing about a significant pro-
ject by treatmient interaction effect. On the Paragraph
Meaning suhtest, the Language Experience treatment was
superior i three of four projects although the extent of
the superiority varied considerably. JHowever, in the
fourth project. the Basal treatment was saperior. A simi-
lar sitwation occurred with respect to the Vocabulary
subtest. On the Word Study Skills subtest, the difference
N two projects favored the Basal treatment, but. in the
other two projects, the difference favored the Language
Experience group. Thevefore, on all of the subtests ex-
cept the Word Reading test, the significant project by
treatiment interaction was caused by weatment differ-
ences favoring one approach in one project. the other
approach in another project.

Because of the treatment by project interactions, it
wis necessary to perform awithin-project analysis. The
analvsis of sariance on premeasures is reported in Table

43, A number of reatment dilferences were found in the
virious projects. Evidently, the process of assigning stu-
dents or classes to treatments did not achieve the desired
result of placing pupils of equal preresiding capability in
the two treatment groups. Relatively few sex differences
were found o be significant in these four prajects. The
actual mean performance of the various treatment
groups within projects on the readiness measures is re-
ported in Table 4.

The analysis of variance and covariance on the
stanford measures is reported in Table 43, One striking
finding again is al sence of significant sex by treatment
interactions in any of the projects. Neither the Basal nor
Language Experience approach was uniquely advanta-
geous or disadvantageous for hoys or girls, Treatment dif-
ferences generally favored the Language Experience ap-
proach. Columns C of Table #5 report the covariance
analysis using all seven premeasures as covariates. In this
analysis, two significant differences favoring the
Language Experience approach were tound for the Word
Reading test. Two significant differences were likewise
found for the Paragraph Meaning subtest, but one of the
significant differences favored cach of the two treatments.
No significant differences were found on the Spelling
test, and one of the four projects found a significant dif-
ference favoring the Language Experience treatment on
both the Vocabulary and Word Stdy Skills tests.

The unadjusted and adjusted means for each of the
analyses are reported in Tuble 46, The adjusted means
are generally quite similar for treatment groups in cach
ol the projects. 1t is unlikely that even those differences
which were found to be statistically significant were of
much practical significance.
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Analysis of individual outcome measures. The pro- Expericnce and Basal subjects within projects can he as-

jects which were used to analyze Language Experience certained from Table 48, which summarizes an analysis
versus Basul reatiment differences on the individual tests of variance conducted on premeasures. 1n two of the

are listed in Table 47, This wable records the number of three projects, significant treatment differences on certain
students who comprised the sample for cach treatment premeasures are indicated.

within cach project. One of the four projects which was The analysis of variance and covariance on the in-
used in the analysis of Stanford measures is not included dividual outcome measures is presented in Table 49,

in this analysis because of the unavailability of sample Again, there is no evidence of sex by treatment interac-
data. An indication of the comparabitity of the Language tion in the second covariance analysis. Furthermore, in

Tabie 48 Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. Language Experience comparison

Thurstone Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell - Murphy-Durrell - Muorphy Durrell Pattern Thurstone  Metropolitan - Metropolitin - Cunningham
Project Effect Phonemes Letier Names Learning Rate Copying  tdenical Forms,  Meaning Listening Q
Sex 1o 203 1.10 23 197 82 36 02
Hahn Treanient 1.78 il 1K 09 2.18 29 02 60
S X Ry 10 .30 167 T 140 09 12
Sex 2.52 A0 2.66 30 ThH 01 3.20 05
kendrick Treatment 3.0 1.7 1.38 03 80 413 406 S0
ST A 12 K] a0 12 S1 iy 00
Sex 14 Buty 14.59H 2.21 195 92 03 201 12754
Stattfer Treatment -0 R 139 .87 9924 2 o0 27 06
S X T n° A0 1.03 05 09 1l 1.21 00

* sigmlicant diflerence Laivonng Langoage Fxpenience ot 05 feved
** signibeant dillerence fivonng Language Pxpenence at 01 evel
o mgnhcant difference tavoning Basal it 05 Jevel

1 Sigmficant difference favoring Sasal e 01 level

# signihicant chfterence favonag femades at 91 level

Note Al £ ratos are based on Tand 260 df

Table 49  Within-projects analysis of variunce and covariunce on individual outcome medsures for Basal vs, Language
Experience compuarison

Calmore Accuniacy Gilimore Rate Fry Word List Gates Word Tast

P Lt ab e ol Ab B cd ab ne e Ab Be cd

I Sex X Treatment D4 2.88 249 1.1+ 1.80 2.09 152 41051 347 140 4 Lt 3a7
Treatment 50 .01 (] 02 06 10 14 1.98 176 18 09 U4
Sex 334 202 230 037 T AT A0 .00 01 93 s 23

28ex X Treatment 31 13 i1 103 8- O~ h 33 30 03 O 00
Treatmen 1on 27y 330 10 34 t3 Ath! .00 02 tH 25 42
Sex 102 10h 163 1 54 53 50 112 10 00 14 3t 11

3 Sex X Treament A0 Rl .20 01 A2 13 150 1.9 1.42 121 Jul =8
Treatmerit 1017 7™ 13 "G 1 Ug 94 28020 3357 30810 1301 20420 17.500
Sex Al 32 S3 Al 00 05 1.65 it 393 158 83 RI¢

S Projects in numenicdl order are Hahn, Kendrick, and Strutier

Y sunmmuanzes analysis of vananee U ratios are based on 3 oand 260 df

COSUIMMARZES Covasiance using Phonemes, Letier Names, Identicat Forms Meaming, and Listeningg as covarmtes Fratios are based on §and 255 of

G Summanzes covasiunee wsing aff aght premeasures as covarates, £ mtios are based on 1and 252 df

* Significant ditference fvonng Linguige Expenence at 01 level

*e significant difference fvonng females ai 05 feel

s signshcant difference lavonng females at 91 Jevel

$ Significant difference tavormy: males at 04 teved

t Pranect differenc e of interaction sygmibicant at 05 level BEST COPY AVAI BLE
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Table 50

Uinadjusted and adjusted means onindividual outcome measures for the Basal vs, Language Experience

comparison
Cabimore Acouney Clmore Rae Fry Word Tid Gates Word List
Progect deatinend A 1w ( At pb 0 A i & Al o ¢«
Haln Hasil 219 23a 21 [0 a0 054 Ho 9 1.0 5.0 140 15.3
) Lk N R ALY 67 HY 66" 1o o 11s S0 119 15.5
Kendnck Bl teo 12 1w 354 A3 342 10 &0 23 oo 94 HS
I [} 150 181 L] 409 EYIRY 18 31 29 1 88 81
Stanffer Bl 17 I 207 53" SH O ;7 ra [X) 3P4 10.1 129 13.2
o : 206 R 281 379 629 623 13 13 bl 160 187 18.0
4 Repons unadpaed means
Y Means adisted for Phomemes Letter Names Wdennool Foams, Meanmg, and 10
COMeans adjusted tor adb cight premeas ares
Table 51  Materials and numbers of Classes and pupils for Basal vs. Linguistic
Kurdddedt Schneyer Shedidon
[QAINNEN Papils Classes Pupils Classes Pupils
Sannbeis
Basal O fra 12 334 - IR}
Lingusti A G 1) 37 14 36
Matersils
Hasal Ml Bacon Scott Foresnan [SIRTH
Lagrgatriotic Moty Hhll Fries Smget

Bloombield Barnhart

Mosl cases, sex difterences were nat found in rate of
reading and only one difference, that favoring the
Language Experience approach, was found in Reading
Accuracy. One of the three projects reported a signilicant
difference favoring the Language Experience approach
on both the Fry and Gates word lists. The unadjusted
and adjusted means for cacl treatmient group within
cach project are recorded in Table 50, 1t is difficult 1o as-
certiin any delinite trend regarding the effectiveness of
the pwo treatments in terms of achievement on the indi-
vidual mcasures.

Stemmiary of Basal versus Langudage Experience
comparison. Relatively few significant differences were
found between the Language Experience and Basal ap-
proaches. Those significant differences which were
found o exist gencrally favored the Language
Experience approdch, However, these sporadic ditfer-
ences were often not of much practical significance in
terms of actual reading achievement. Litle was found in
this analysis to support a claim of superiority by either
the Language Experience or Basal method.

Basal versus Linguistic comparisons

Three projects were involved in the assessment of
the relative effectiveness of Basal and Linguistic pro-
grams. Information concerning the number of students
and types of auerials which comprised the Basal and
Linguistic groups is provided in Table 51, Three different
sets of basal readers were used in the three projects and
four types of linguistic readers were enployed in the
Linguistic group. Again. the assumption was made that
the Basal programs had a great deal in common with one
another and that the Linguistic programs also had many
similaritics.

The across-projects analysis of variance on the pre-
measures is reported in Table 52, This table s surprising-
Iy devoid of significant effects. Only the niain effect for
projects s significant, thereby indicating that pupils in
the various projects differed considerably in their readi-
ness for reading. The across-projects analysis of variance
and covariance on Stanford measures is reponed in
Table 53, Here again, the project differences are most
striking even when pupil readiness is adjusted by covari-
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Table 52 Across-projects analysis of variunce on premeasures for Basal vs. Linguistic compitrison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrelt Murphy-Duirell Thurstane Metiopolian Mcetiopolitin - Cunningham

Lffect Phonemes Lettes Noues, Learning Rate Tdentend Forms Meamng Listerng Q-
SeN 50 K 13 1.7 113 [ 16
Treametnt 213 00 3.2q 8 1.23 230 0
Sex X Treatment 00 ki) Rt 23 ) 00 00
Project 1) T3 3o 0.50"* 2.20 10,002 10,23 17.700
Sex X Project 15 .50 19 1 14 20 .30
Trt. X Projed 26 10 ats} 2450 w) 29 21
Sex X Tt % Proy N3 1” 16 A2 o 2 00

° Projedt difference ar miercton agnilicant 4 05 Jevel
“ Projedt difference or mteraction g at G level
Aot Nunsertor df = 1 exceps for all etlectsmvolving project in which case numereton df - 3 Denotimator df = 1o

Table 53 Across-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for Basal vs, Linguistic comparison

Word Recognition Wiragraph Meaning Vaocabulary Speliiag Word Stady SKills
Eifeat AR nh v AR ih ot A i (v AN ph ¢ Ad ”h v
Sex A9 00 G 57 35 {70 [$3] MY 00 1A 1.81 273 DA 117 200
Treament 10 320 4. 540 ERIA RH) 012 1w 06 (14 250 il %) 1.714 01 22
S X 01 29 kil RIY 1 K2 07 St ) (8] i8] 09 03 47 -t
Projeat 5.18¢ 179 127HE 1060 49t 1559H 8894t 12154 211 327 82HE w22 STTH 1015+ 8301t
NXP (§2} Ay 50 00 30 30 02 [$0] 3t ('8 00 T3 1o 09 2
Ty 1 08 Boafr 11 324 S0 il 97 23 273 18RS 125 a2 s3T5 55 S0afr 724t
SAT P 08 3¢ 8.2 16 28 100 12 31 60 01 bt 1.2 0l 1o 22

S Surmares analy s of virsinee Nugertos df = 1 except lor those mvotvingg progect whie e hased on 2 df Denomimaton (f = 1o

Y SUETIZC CONALNCE Uming Loarnmg Rate as covauate Numerstor of = 1 exeept (or those immvolang prowad which e bised on 2o Denonunator df = %)
Csamomrzes covariance sing all seven premeasures as covaranees Numestor dfe bexcept loc those smobang progect which e based on 2 of Denommnadtar of = 93
* significant difference favoring Linguistic at 05 level

** s ant diference favanng Basal at a5 fevel

1 Project difference o steraction signibicant at 04 Jevel

11 Prosect ditterence or interae ion signileant at 01 level

Table 54  Within-projects analysis of variimcee on premeasures for the Basal va. Linguistic comparison

Pintaer-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell Murphy-Dureell Thurstone Metropolitan Metropohtan - Cunningham

Projedt Ftlea Phonemes Total Letters Leartngg, Rate tlenticad Forms Meaning Lasiensngs 10

Sex oA Treatment 02 05 K 35 13 22 Ol
Ruddell Treatment a8 o 4 AR 115 280 202 12]

S 03 o 5 [15) AU o5 A1

Sex % CTredtment 02 03 AR 0 (3t} 0.2 0l
Schineyer  Treaunent 21y 117 §§} 207 12 120 47

SeX iy 0] 04 a0 O 0 1o

Sex X Ticiment 02 28 2 an [eX] 18] K
Sheldon Treatment 400" ) 105 1.8 356 230 151

Sex 1) 1 76 37 138 (30) o0 S2
= ugihicrnt difference favonng Basal at 08 evel
Nutee AR ratos are based on 1 and UG df

= ~
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Table 55 Premeasure means for the Basal vs, Linguistic comparison
Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell Murphyv-Durrell  Marphy-Durrel Thurstone Metropohitun  Metropoltan  Cunningham

Pt reatnieny Phonemes Letter Names Learning Rae Idenucal Fanms Meaning Liste ning 1Q
Rk el Baasal 222 At s 1.3 8.0 9.1 30.1
) 1y istig (D 302 93 1”0 -1 O 322
~ hoe Banal tu = .z 9.1 121 ° 3 81 301
chnesvey - - 3
Lingiistic IS Rt 8.0 I+ 0 3 T.0 28.5
Pl Aan A0, - =7 10.9 103 419

sheldon - - <
Linguistie I 4402 100 151 95 9. 382

Table 56 W ahn-project analysis of variance and covariance

on Stanford measures for the Basal vs: Linguistic comparison

Woard Recogmneon Paragraply Meaning Voesbulary spelling Waord Stucdy Skills
P W e X Ab 13 cd Ab 3¢ cd ab B o ab B cd
1 Sew 1| 2t A0 [y [§3) [§}] o1 A 22 1) 03 A4y 05 Ot 1.76
Fiestoe 1 e 15 O 22 47 Il 226G LY 12 305 25 A DRSS 3 kil 01 0ol (AT
s 1l g 20T A4 3" 30m a0 08 A% an 08 B (43 00 82
S iy 43 u” 24 us 167 us 4 1 A 1ao o 8 = 128
Trestn ot 121 ho 1 122 G2 1.0y 1.96 b 1y 320 341 2.01 2.63 253 292
- ! m n 10 02 a1 12 al 25 ud (14 {6 i 11} "3 A2
ANy 12 R [ 12 4] 38 [ S0 3 R
Lreatmcnt N 12 A% L OST 13 08 247 193 1R 0% 21 2 200 1.03 S8
Nt Y 06 (ht 03 (i (i 29 B8 188 05 R 0s o0 03 iy
Ao s e e al onder e Rudded!, schneser and Sheldon
Pt ses ol vanariec £t ane based on 1 and oo df
Cosmmunages Cov mee v Jeanimg Rate s cosamnite £ ahios are based on 1 and o dff
Caaiannses coni e e all seven premeasures as oo sanates Fratos ae bhased on 1 and 94 df
S Neetnomtatter nee Livonng bungaste e 03 Jevel
Soanmin i hrteonee fnoong hingoistic at ot ievel
Db bl one e Lvenng Besal e o8 el
Table 57 Unadjusted and adjusted stanford means for the Basal vs, Linguistic comparison
Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Vocabualary spelling Word Study Skills
Progent A ph (¢ ad b = Al i & AW b e Al b e
2ol il Basad Inn 142 173 1= 13.0 1609 195 165 188 8. 5.4 T 228 27 R 410
el - - -
' Pingmse oo 21 120 156 163 1”8 8- 191 R 15 DAY 111 A5 348 RER
TR L N 1v5 o2 T 102 2004 0t 211 217 10~ 11° 123 35.2 370 379
clmes e .
B ETIYY PN TR PP [Se 197 IS 181 1vA 180 1yo W8 0 L IR F WIS IF SR WIS
N Tl 212 1o 137 224 16 135 24 231 203 13.3 11.0 91 410 hisit 338
1w fuie 2 —
ST e 2o 9y 176 los el 13 22 A7 202 w0 100 R33N0 302 330

Pyt o ontad mcas
PUaeans wlestod o promeasane difterenes on Learmang Rate

Schosto o gl sov e cenannes

BESTCCPY AVAILABLE
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ance. However, treatment diflerences were found to be
significant on the Word Recognition and Paragraph
Meaning sublests, the first difference favoring the
Linguistic subjects and the second difference favoring the
Basal subjects. Treatment by project interactions were
found to be significant on three of the five Stanford
Achievenient measures in the covariance analysis using
all seven premeasures as covariates, The explanation f{or
these interactions can be found in Columns C of Table
57. On each of these Stanford subrests for which signifi-
cant treatment by project interactions were {ound, the
difference favored one treatment in one project and an-
other treatment in another project. The Linguistic and
Basal treatments did niot operate in the same fashion
{rom project to project.

As a result of the project by treatiment interactions,
a within-projects analysis was conducted, The analysis of
variance on premeasures is reported in Table 54. Only
o significant effects are found in the entire table. Table
55 reports the premeasure means for treatment ¢ oups,
within projects. The treatment groups are very similar in
performance on the premeasures within cach of the
projects,

A within-projects analysis of variance and covari-
ance on Stanford measures is reported in Table S6.
Again, there are no significant sex by trearment interac-
tions. Neither the Linguistic materials nor Basal materials
utilized in these projects has a unique effect on bovs and
girls. Columns C record the result of @ covariance analy-
sis using all seven premeasures as covariates. Relatively
few treatment differences were found. One difference fa-

Table 58 Subijects used for the analysis of individual
outcome measures for the Basal vs, Linguistic

compadrison
Project Treatment Males Fenubes Total
e 2 i .
Ruddell 13.15.11_ 21 20 11
Linguistic 20 1y A4
e 3 2 .
schacyer B_.ls.ll' ' 21 23 44
Linguistic 16 28 -t
Basal 15 20 35
Sheld . )
hieldon Linguistic 29 kU] 08

voring the Linguistic approach was found for the Word
Reading, Spelling, and Word Study Skills subtests. This
general lack of superiority of either approach is further.
supported by the unadjusted and adjusted means record-
ed in Table 57. The differences wend o favor one experi-
mental group in one project and the other experimental
group in another project.

Analysis of individual ontcome medsires. The
numbers of subjects who comprised the sample group in
the three Basal versus Linguistic comparisons are report-
ed in Table 58. The analysis of variance on premeasures
tor this sample group is reported in Table 59, A number
of treatment differences are reported pointing out the
difficulty of obtaining experimental groups equal in pre-
reading capability. Surprisingly, two of the three signifi-
cant sex differences on premeasures favored boys.

Table 59 Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. Linguistic comparison

Murphy-Ducrell Murphy-Dureell Thurstone thurstone Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell Letler Fearning Pattern ldentical Metropohtn  Metropolitan - Conmingham
Project Effect Phonemes Names Rate Copyving Forms Meaning Listening 1Q
Sex 03 20 H0 8" 4 OS54 O RSHT 00 kD
Ruddell Treatment 0l T 370 30 an 202 1204 (N Siad
s x T D al RE 08 AT AR 153 0
Sex 342 BOy 19 135 20 n3 a0 1 88
schneyer  reatment 188 06 212 3.95% G.20° 32 141 35
S X T 12 12 212 EN) 8T 18 2 2.00
Sex 906 o7 11 09 191 03 123 218
sheldon Treament 513 €.27" 40 13 Al 40] 178 .72
S X T 159 20 00 6 102 1.09 142 1.83
* significant difierence favonng Lingsnstic at 03 level
< Significant difference favonng Basal at 05 level
* ignitcant difference favonng Basal ac 01 level
1 gnificant dhfference favoring females at 01 level
H Significant ditference Tas onng misles at 05 level
i significane difference fvoring males a0 01 leved
Aot Al F rtios are hased on 1 and 251 df BEST COPY AVAH—ABLE
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Table 60
comparison

Within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on individual outcome measures for Basal vs. Linguistic

Gilmore Accuraey

Gilinore Rate

Fry Word List Gates Word List

A Eftect Ab I8 o AD 13 ¢ Al Be cd AP B¢ cd
1 Sex 0? DX 10y 12 192 1.40 N 2 ki R 01 .11
Treatment 1 us 02 O 2.7 .20 50 94 K90 6200 .30 1.32 31
Sex X Treatment 0" 02 o7 0l 00 03 01 o .00 1l 1.11 294
2 Sex HA0MT Q9T Sasort TROHT T SAE 35S 543 S07 1O 333 sS200 172
Treament A0 1.34 232 RIR T LA I NI R .10 il 23 235 4l 85
Sex X Treatment [eN 33 30 - 154 262 1y 22 N 25 83 e
3 Nex P03 A RN 111 -1 -8 .00 06 36 [§3 .20 27
[reatment BN Gas*t 203 968 897 a7 3.62 103" 24 |7 A7 .03 2.85
Sex X CTreamment 0 Y 1 6% 16 Oh 11 A1 31 1.81 13 1.01 318

A Progects in e encad order are Ruddell, schiever, and Sheldon

D summanzes analy sis al vaanee Fratios we based on and 230 df

CSumnurizes covaranee uang Fearning Rate, Pattern Copuing, fdentical Forms, and Distenung as covangtes Fratros are bused on 1 and 250 df
Sumniangzes covatance using bl cight premeasuses as cosanates 2 ratios ase based on 1and 240 ¢

¢ Signilscant ditference Livonng Linguistic at 035 jesel
= Significant didference Tavonng Linguistic at 91 lesel
*ee Sigabicant dilfference fas onngz Basal at 03 level

3 Sigmfcant ditference (nonng Basad ae G levet
Hosigniicant dilference Ly onmgs lemades at 05 leved
117 Signihcant dilference Lavonng females e o Jesel

Table 61

Unadjusted and adjusted means on individual outcome measures for the Basal vs. Linguistic comparison

Galmore Accuniey

Tr A B

Gilmaore Rate

Fiv Word List Gates Word List

Project s Al ph [ At b cr
Ruddel] Basal V1 155 178 540 +40.3 s0°7 62 3 S0 115 91 109

! Linguistic 50 [58 ~3 {24 4306 403 RO 81 8O 10 o~ 11.6
sehnever Hisal 212 250 270 605 0.3 06.1 68 G 81 116 12.0 13.3
' ‘ Lingustic 91 225 REN] 48T S0 55.1 5.7 - 87 8Y 11.1 12.2
sheldon Basal 207 i ™ 203 6l 59.1 S0 8 $X$) 39 A0 13.1 12.0 8.8
o Lingunsig 196 19 (Il 434 43T 400 96 99 85 121 12.3 10.7

1 Reports unadiusted means
Y Means addpusted tor Learmne Rate, Pattern Copyng, Idenbsal Torms and Distening
S Afeans adpsied lor alb apht premeasares

The within-projects analysis of variance and covari-
ance on individual outcome measures is recorded in
Table 60. Columns C of the table summarize an analysis
of covariance which utilized all eight premeasures as co-
variares. In this analysis, no treatment differences were
found in reading accuracy. Two of the three projects
found significant differences favoring the Basal group in
rate of reading. Conversely, two significant differences
favoring the Linguistic group were found in performance
on the Fry Phonetically Regular Word Test. This finding
is somewhat to be expected hecause the Fry list was de-
vised 1o approximate the vocabulory introduced in

Linguistic programs. 1t was thought the Gates list would
favor pupils who had been aught to read using a Basal
series, However, in this analysis no treatment differences
were found on the Gates test. The unadjusted and ad-
justed means for the Linguistic and Basal groups in the
three projects are listed in Table 61, The means indicate
that the Basal method produced higher mean perfor-
mance in terms of reading accuracy in all three projects
although these differences were not significant, Likewisce,
the Basal program produced higher rate of reading in all
three projects, two cases of which proved to be statisti-
cally significant. The Linguistic group outperformed the

The cooperative research program in first-grade reading instruction
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Basal group on the Fry test in all three projects. The
Linguistic group also surpassed the Basal group on the
Gates test in two of the three projects.

Summary of Basal versus Linguistic comparison.
The most common finding for the Linguistic versus Basal
comparison was that of no difference between treat-
ments. However, the Linguistic group tended to outper-
form the Basal group on tests of word recognition while
the Basal group exhibited somewhat greater speed and
accuracy in reading. No differences in comprehension
were uscertained.

Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic comparisons

Three projects were involved in the Basal versus
Phonic/Linguistic comparison. Information about the num-
hers of classes and students and the kinds of basal series
utilized is recorded in Table 62. Two of the three projects
used the same basal series. but the third project used a va-
riety of basal marterials. The Phonic/Linguistic series was
treated as a separate approach because it did not seem to
fit any of the other categories used in this investigation.

The across-projects analysis of variance on premea-
sures is reported in Table 63. Significant sex differences
favoring girls were found on five of the seven premea-
sures. Significant treatment effects favoring the Phonic:
Linguistic subjects were found on two of the seven pre-
measures. Highly reliable project differences were report-
ed. Also, treatment by project interactions were found to
be significant on three of the seven premeasures.

The analysis of variance and covariance on
Stanford measures across projects is reported in Table
04. Although the analysis of varisnce summarized in
Columns A found significant sex differences favoring fe-
males on four of the five outcome measures, these dif-
ferences were erased when the achievement scores were
adjusted for differences in prereading capability. In other
words, the superiority of girls in reading capability at the
end of the year appeared to be merely a reflection of
their superiority in readiness for reading at the beginning
of the year. Project differences were found to be highly
reliable, indicating that pupils differed considerably from
project to project in their reading ability. Again, sex by
treatment interactions were found to be negligible.

Table 62 Materials and numbers of classes and pupils for Basal vs. Phonic/Linguistic
» Hayes Tanyzer Wyatt
Classes Pupils Classes Bupils Classes Pupils

Numbers

Basal 5 8~ 9 228 10 210

Phonic Linguistic 5 99 8 186 1% 03
Materials

Basal Scott-Foreaman Scoti-Foresman Varnewy

Table A3 Across-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. Phonic Linguistic comparison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell Thurstone Metropolitun Metropolitan - Cunmingham

Eltect Phonemes Letter Names Learming Rate Identical Forms Meaning Lisiening 1Q
Sex T8 8.39%* 5.100 540 3006 302 B.0U*ee
Treatment 15.04 37 11 258° 2 Al 2.2 124 3.30
Sex X Treaiment 07 08 1.32 23 13 S 24
Project Sl 3 5153+ 4241t 10,90+ 34454 2150 AL.23%
sex X Project 13 95 1.73 1 OO 40 93
Trt X Project 8 454 RESA] 39 G R85 AR 2 AR 228
Sex X T X Proy .55 A8 11 27 72 =35 A3

* Signiftcant difierence favorng Phone Linguistic at 01 level
significant difference favonmg females at 05 level

** Similicant diTerence finonng femsles at 01 fevel

1 Project ditference orainteraction signihicant at G5 level

£+ Projedt difference or interaction sigmiiicant ab vl kel

Note Numerador dfF = 1 exeept tor dll clects wvalving progect mes hide case numetaton df'= 2

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 64 Across-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford Measures for Basal vs. Phonic/Linguistic

COMPArson
Word Recognition Paragraph Meaning YVocalulary Spelling Word Siudy Skills
Effoct Al gb ot Al Bb ce Ad Bh ce Al b ce Al b ct
Sex T.o0t 95 A9 13601 440" 14] 03 7194t 6.35ft 8.00f 1.27 01 4.90° .00 .19
Treaunent TT20M S 17t 70RO I8IBTT 4.24° 895 3T 07 145 20116 5.39* 10.59* 1933 381 701
§xT 03 Q0 = A5 00 29 4 04 .29 .01 03 02 05 49 .20
Project 0.71°F 14.70°F 24,15 G.21°F 1887 3238t 4.261 11.97%% 23.07F 613 659% 1259 556t 17.00% 20.72%%
S X P ER 49 .36 24 25 00 64 .99 1.10 64 70 .18 30 A5 13
TXxP R0 o Ve 332 264 112 1.51 3401 A5 .36 1.32 2.28 1.16 3.09 2.05 1.69
SXTX P 3l .02 32 4 BE! .20 .30 A0 08 65 .28 .36 22 01 .08

Lsumnirizes anddysis of varance Numerdtor df = 1 for a effects except those mvolving praject hased on 2 df Denominator df = 2.

' sumnuryes Lonariance using Phonemes and ldentical Forms as covarates Numerator ¢f = 1 for all effects except those involving project based on 2 df Denominator df
= 80,

© Summurizes covananee using A seven premeasures as covariates Numergtor = 1 for alf effects except those invohang project based on 2 df Denonumiator of = 75

* Sigmificant difference favoning Phome Linguste at 05 leveld

*+ sigmificant diffesence tavonng Phonge Linguistie at 01 level

e mignificant difference Linonng females at 03 fevel

b Signifivant ditference favoring females at 0f level

H sipntficant dfference (avoring mules ar 05 level

14 mipnilcant difterence fnvonng males at 01 kevel

1+ Project difference orntericnon ssgnificant ac 05 level

*+ Prowat difierence or imteracuon sigoficant gt 6 fevel

Table 65 Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for the Basal vs. Phonic¢/Linguistic comparison

Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell Thurstone Metropolitan - Metropolitan  Cunningham
Project Effect Phonemes Total Letters Learming Rate  ldentical Forms Meaning Listening 1Q
Sex X Treamment 065 21 43 .03 .01 59 .00
Haves Treatment 02 1.14 1.58 262 200 24 .28
Sex 1.1} 381 323 L0 22 1.12 3.39
Sex X Treatment 2 02 1l 71 20 1.26 .85
Tanvzer Treatment 32 e 570 .00 13,36 TR 10 .21
sex 408t 361 3.20t 283 14 317 641t
sex X Treatment Al 00 1.08 03 1.31 .37 03
Nyau Treatment hl al 3" . 89 575" .00
Sex 206 0 .01 1.34 +.011 28 78
* Sigalicant ditference tavoning Phome Linguistic 8t 05 leved
** Significant difference tavoning Phomc Lingasie at 01 level
1 Sigahcant difforence tacartng females at 05 level
Aot S Fratos are hased on b and 82 df
Table 66 DPremeasure means for the Basal vs. Phonic Linguistic comparison
Pintner-
Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell  Murphy-Durrell Thurstone Mectropolitan - Metropolitan - Cunningham
Projeat Tn Phonemes Letter Names Learning Rate Identical Forms Meaning Listening 1Q
Hiaves Basal 147 2.0 Tu 13.1 -2 7.8 33.3
o Lipp. 150 211 "9 10.6 64 76 324
Tam ser Basil 240 36.7 109 12 4 88 9.7 376G
MR Lpp 35 418 125 104 100 9.6 412
Wy an Basal 20,4 o 98 10, -4 9.7 J0.6
b Lipp 208 W 108 162 98 105 410

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

The cooperative resecarch program in first-grade reading insiruction 53

99




Treatment differences were found to tavor the
Phonic/Linguistic approach on four of the five Stanford
measures. Moreover, with respect to the covariance
analysis, only one treatment by project interaction was
found to be significant. Apparently the Phonic: Linguistic
and Basal treatments operated in a similar fashion from
project to project. Furthermore, the Phonic/Linguistic
treatment tended to produce higher reading achievement
at the end of the first grade.

Despite the relative freedom from project by treat-
ment interaction, a within-projects analysis was conduct-
ed. This analysis was performed in the interests of con-
sistency wiih the other Basal versus nonbasal treaunent

comparisons. The within-projects analysis of variance on
premeasures is repored in Table 65. Two of the three
projects are free from significant treatment cffects.
However, the other project found significant treatment
differences favoring the Phonic Linguistic group on six
of the seven premeasures. Obviously, in the project, the
Phonic/Linguistic group wus in a very favored position
in terms of readiness for reading. Further information
concerning this is presented in Table 66 which reports
the premeasure means for treatments within projects. In
the project in question, large differences were found in
mean performance hetween treatments on most of the
premeasures. This lack of homogeneity between treat-

Table 67 Within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for the Basal vs. Phonic/Linguistic

comparison
Word Recognition Paragraph Meaning Vocabulary Spelling Word Study skills
pd Ab It cd Alv ik cd ab B¢ cd ab B cd ‘.\h B¢ Cd
I Sex .58 106 32 4781 270 L 69 01 S50 4.15¢ 217 06 1.29 .04 32
Treatment 15.27% 20.44* 3227 2098 5 28° 8.2 06 03 KU 507 BTt BAyt 32] TEe TAat
SXT i 03 i1 .02 14 18 00 10 a0 d 27 A3 49 03 13
2 Sex 300 A0 02 874 132 03 03 G20t TS g0t A6 22 242 08 17
Treatment S0 TADA A 1T 1821 22 4107 1192 32 138 1438 00 203 2040 00 158
SXT 18 an .00 02 08 0- RO 15 30 53 21 27 02 - .23
3 Sex 1 30 1) ) 373 1.32 250 o1 SeHlt 240 1.00 K 0l B 16 .00
Treatment L4 07 1889 |7 g9 138 9= .3a R 02 03 305 2359 224 158 1.00 335
SXT 0y iy | ()) 4] O 01 28 10 1§ 11 03 oo At 00
A Projects i numencal order wre Hayes. Tunyzer, and Wieat
Y sammanzes analosis of vanance Fraios are based on 1 and 12 off
C Summanzes covananee usmg Phonemes and ldenicad Forms as covarates Fratos are based on 1 and 82 df
SUMmanizes covanance tsmg atl seven premedsures as covaaates Fratos are hased on band 7S df
* sigmificant ditference favonag Phonie Linguistic at 05 level
** Significant difference Lavoring Phonte Lingstie at 01 leved
t Significant diflerence favonng feoutles at 03 fevel
1 Significant differcace Favonng females at 01 level
Table 68 Unadijusted and adjusted Stanford means for the Basal vs. Phonic:Linguistic comparison
Waord Recognition Parigraph Meaning Vocabulary Spelhng Word Studv Skills
Project Tn Ad yh 5 Al nb I Al Bh ¢ Al ph Al ish e
Hayee Basal 18.5 230 207 193 36.1 B0 22.0 200 273 a.n 134 14 3 A2 a7 A8 Y
f PL 252 304 Al 2345 N6 320 21.0 201 270 123 170 176 RO 4T RO
Tanvrer Basal S 1R.Y 172 161 18.0 151 205 217 203 1n2 111 R 339 302 3.3
T 272 253 2 AR 15 A 185 247 211 214 1~ 1.1 13 IR 362 3004
Wyat Basal 227 MR 218 233 215 224 240 228 248 131 119 12.4 13 R0 A8 4
¥ 27 254 23 253 229 232 24.7 229 214 150 133 13.0 12.5 303 304

U Reports unadjusted means
T Means adjusted tor premeasuse diterences on Phonemes smd ldential Torms
COMeans adjusted Tor all seven onanates
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ment groups must be considered in interpreting the
achievement results.

The within-projects analysis of variance and covari-
ance on the Stanford measures is reported in Table 67.
The general superiority of the Phonic/Linguistic program
is also indicated here, although the results are not as
striking as in the across-projects analysis. In the within-
projects analysis, all significant treatment differences fa-
vored the Phonic Linguistic program. In the second co-
variance analysis, all three projects reported significant
differences in favor of the Phonic/Linguistic program on
the Word Reading test. Two of the three projects found
significant differences favoring the Phonic/Linguistic pro-
gram on the Paragraph Meaning test. One of the three
projects found significant differences favoring the

Table 69  Subjects used for the analysis of individual
outcome measurs for the Basal vs. Phonic/
Linguistic comparison

Project Treatment Males Females Tatal
Hayes :jl:;im Linguistic }Z ij 28
Tanyzer ?l;::)lu finguistic : : ll:
Wyant Sl:: >lllll£ Linguistic ::: j: :2

Phonic/Linguistic program on both the Spelling and
Word Study Skills tests. No significant differences were
found hetween treatments on the Vocabulary test. A fur-
ther indication of this same trend can be found in Table
68 which reports the unadjusted and adjusted means for
the various projects. Each of the mean comparisons in
Columns C for each outcome variable within each project
favored the Phonic/Linguistic program. In other words,
even those differences which were not found to be statis-
tically significant pointed out the same general trend.

Analysis of individual outcome measires. The
number of subjects who were given the individual tests
in the Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic projects are record-
ed in Table 69. The result of the within-projects analysis
of variance on the premeasure scores of these indivi-
duals is reported in Table 70. Nothing very unusual is
found there except that the treatment differences favor-
ing the Phonic/Linguistic program on premeasures in
one project are again pointed out.

The within-projects analysis of variance and covari-
ance on the individual outcome measures is reported in
Table 71. Columns C report an analysis of covariance us-
ing all eight premeasures as covariates. In this analysis,
no differences between treatments were found in reading
rate, while one difference favoring the Phonic/Lingnistic
program was found in reading accuracy. However, strik-
ing differences in favor of the Phonic/Linguistic program
were found in each project for each of the word recogni-
tion tests. The corresponding unadjusted and adjusted
means are reported in Table 72 and tend to lend further

Table 70  Within-projects analysis of variance on premeasures for Basal vs. Phonic/Linguistic comparison

Murphy-Durrell Murphy-Durrell - Thurstone  Thurstone Pintner-
Murphy-Durreld Letter Learning Pattern Identical Metropolitan - Metropolitan - Cunningham

Project L. Phonemes Names Rate Copying Forms Meaning Listening IQ
Sex ERCIy 893t G.024% 301 5.081 29 367 G5t

Hayves Treatment 51 +4.08* 10 14.50¢ 300t .25 1.23 1.24
SXT 2.08 126 211 A8 53 03 35 04
Sex 5.35¢% 2.20 .23 251 B¢ B0 At 0.801%

Tanyzer Treatiment 1027 345 a0 44 +.90° 3.26 254 5.63°
Sx T 102 2t .02 ) 12 8 .01 12
Sex .80 92 03 153 2.51 3971 07 88

Wyt Treatment Bh 08 1.06 2.25 20 .20 1.89 01
SXT +. 14 .25 -8 .00 01 04 .36 10

* Significant ddference favoring Phorie Limguisue #f 035 kel

** Sygnificant difference tavonng Phome Linguistic at ol level

¥ significant didlerence fnvoring Basal at 08 level

1 Significant difference s onng Basal at 01 fevel

1 Significant difference Givoring Tepules at 05 level

H Sigmilicant difference Livonng lemales at 01 levet

t* Significant ifference favonng mades at 03 lesel BEST CO PY AVA'LABLE

“t Interactinn significant at 68 fevel

Note Al Franos are based on 1 and 179 Jf :
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support to the superiority of the Phonic/Linguistic pro-
gram to the Basal approach on the measures utilized in
this investigation. Substantial differences between treat-
menis were found on both the Gates and Fry word lists,
Furthermore, cach mean difference on the Gilmore
Accuracy score favors the Phonic/Linguistic program as
do two of the three reading rate scores,

Summary of Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic com-
parson. The data presented here tend to point out the
superiority of the Phonic ‘Linguistic program to the Bas
readers utilized in these projects. The Phonic/Linguistic
program produced pupils with superior Word Reading,
Paragraph Meaning, Speliing, and Word Swudy Skills.

Table 71
Phonic/Linguistic comparison

1

Phonic/Linguistic pupils were also sup wr on the Pry
Test of Phonetically Regular Words an . the Gates Word
Recognition Test. No significant difterences were found
between the Phonic: Linguistic and Basal subjects in rate
o1 accuracy of reading.

The practicality of significant differences

Many significant differences have been reported
above for the various hasal versus nonbasal compar-
isons. Differences were regarded as being significant if
they reached the .05 level of significance. However, with
the large number of compirisons involved, one would
suspect a substantial nuinber of differences to reach

Within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on individual outcome measures for Basal vs,

Gilmore Accuracy

lmore Rae

Frv Waond List

Gates Word List

P Ellcet ab B ¢d AD 3 o ab B3 R Ab 13 ¢d
1 Sex S 8t -4 73 21754 120634 13 34 6 O6F [ b2 0. 247 1.25 P a0
Treatment 1R T 42 S35 30 (15 1} AV.A2° 0069 Of RO 1R 12 41 53 IR 35
sex X Treatmeni 13 207 (A 200 156 1 34 304 221 [ 1063 [ Lol
2 Sex 333 14 55 2.00 S "0 [ - a0 I3 01 (¢
Treatmeni LIRA 22 1 st A8l 311 A DA 2208 0T 1240 05y A4
Sex X Treaiment 49 0] 19 114 02 96 15 03 on 04 16 (491
3 hex Jb 107 281 100 OY 115 133 12 062 204 8 1 38
Ireaument 1 89 O 0N° 20y 20 13} 18 ITA2 et AT QA Q12 1622 204
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Table 72 Unadjusted and adjusted means on individual outcone measures for the Basal vs. Phonic: Linguistic com-
parison
Calmore Accuraey Gilminre Rare Fry Word List Gattes Wordd 11
Plowe  Treatment At nh <‘ A b % Al B «« A 15 I
Hiayes [Basal 102 2457 297 652 13 “2l R SR [t [ 137 14.0
© Lipp 231 i1.4 BRI 60 Ta” ERE 168 216 RAR 205 251 25.0
Tasv ot Basul 239 2035 210 459 130 a2 - 3N 27 25 w9 2| 84
| ¥4 3 i
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Table 73

Grade equivalents for Stanford Achievement Test Primary I Battery, Form W

Word Paragruph Word Study
Reading Mcaning Vocabulary Spelling Skills
No. Grade NGO Grade No. Grade No. Grade No Grade
rigght score right score right score right score right score
i 1 1o i 1 1.0 1
2 2 1.1 2 Below 1.0 2 1.1 2
3 Below 1.0 3 1 3 o 3 1.3 3
4 . i 1.2 “t 1.0 4 1.4 4
5 1.0 3 1.2 5 1.0 5 1.5 5 Below 1.0
§ 1o 0 1.3 6 1.0 6 1.6 6
- 1.1 - 1+ - 1.1 7 1.6 7
8 11 I 14 8 [.1 8 1.7 8
9 1.2 0 15 9 1.1 9 17 9
10 13 10 1.5 10 1.2 10 1.8 10
11 1.3 11 s 11 1.2 11 1.9 11 1.0
12 1 12 1o 12 1.2 12 2.0 12 1.0
13 1 13 o 13 1.3 13 2.1 13 1.0
11 1.5 1t 1.6 14 1.3 14 2.2 14 1.1
{3 15 15 16 15 14 15 2.3 15 1.1
16 I.o 10 1.6 10 1.4 10 2.4 16 1.1
7 16 i~ 1= = 15 17 26 17 1.2
18 1.7 18 | 18 15 18 2.8 18 1.2
10 17 19 i~ 19 1.6 19 30 19 1.2
i 1~ 20 1~ 0 1.7 20 34 20 1.2
21 18 21 13 21 1.8 21 L3
22 i8 22 18 22 19 22 1.3
23 19 23 18 23 2.1 23 1.3
24 19 24 10 24 2.2 24 13
25 20 25 1Y 25 2.3 25 14
26 21 26 20 26 24 206 1.4
2= 22 2= 2.0 L 25 27 1.4
28 23 8 2.1 28 2 28 1.5
20 24 29 22 29 29 29 1.5
30 25 30 23 0 31 30 1.5
31 20 31 2 31 3.3 31 1.6
32 27 32 25 31 36 32 1.6
33 29 33 20 A3 0 33 1.7
31 32 34 2" 34 A4 34 18
35 io 3s 20 33 18 35 18
a0 3.1 30 5.2 306 19
3" 20 37 5.5+ 37 1.9
2 Lo 384 38 20
30 30 2.0
40 2.1
¢l 2.2
42 2.3
43 2.4
44 25
45 2.6
‘0 7
4 2.8
48 3.0
49 32
50 34
51 3.9
52 48
53 5.5+
51
55
56
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statistical significance on the basis of chance alone.
Furthermore, a large sample was employed in this inves-
tigation. As a result, a relatively small difference between
treatments might be statistically significant. It would be
of interest to know how impornant the statistically reli-
able differences reported are in a practical sense. In the
discussion of the results, unadjusted and adjusted means
were given for each treatment comparison. These means
were based on raw scores for the various achievement
tests. Therefore, it is possible to note the degree of dis-
parity between means for the various basal versus non-
basal comparisons. However, since the achievement
measures were standardized tests, normative information
is also available. Each of the raw scores can be translat-
ed into a grade equivalent score. 1t is, therefore, possible
to judge the practical significance of the differences in
terms of whether or not the mean achievement for each
group would result in similar grade equivalents. Perhaps,
two groups could obtain a grade equivalent score of 19,
even though a statistically significant difference had heen
obtained in comparing the achievement means.

Relevant information concerning the grade equiva-
lents for various raw scores on each of the Stanford tests
is reported in Table 73. This table reveals, for example,
that scores of 18, 19, and 20 on the Stanford Word
Reading Test result in the same grade equivalent, 1.7.
Therefore, two groups would achieve the same grade
equivalent even though one of them averaged 18 correct
answers on the Word Reading test, while the other
group averaged 20 correct answers. A raw score differ-
ence of this magnitude in this study, in many instances,
would be regarded as statistically significant. The reader
is encouraged to check the raw scores obtained on the
various tests for each basal versus nonbasal comparison
against this table of norms to obtain some idea of the
practical significance of the statistically reliable treatment
differences reported.

A word should also be said about the average
grade equivalents found for the various treatments. The
experimental period was 140 days or approximately 7
months. Therefore, a grade score of 1.7 would be a rea-
sonable expectation of achievement. Furthermore, there
is some indication that the norms on the Stanford test
are somewhat depressed. That is, the sume level of
achievement on many other primary reading tests would
result in a higher grade equivalent.

Variability within treatments

The discussion to this point has centered around
the mearn achievement of pupils in various reading pro-
grams. Another important question is the extent to which
any program reduces or increases pupil variability. Two
kinds of information {rom this study are relevant. In the

first place, the within-projects analysis made possible the
location of the highest and lowest mean class achieve-
ment within ea b treatment. Assuming that classes were
randomly assigned to treatments, it might be expected
that a superior treatment would tend to be superior
across all classrooms. Perhaps, as a result, the classes in-
volved in the superior treatment would cluster near the
top achievement level and would exhibit limited inter-
class variability.

For cach Basal versus nonbasal comparison, the
lowest class mean and highest class mean on each sub-
test are reported for each treatment within each project.
These class means, based on combined data from the
two sexes are recorded in Table 74. There is little to in-
dicate that interclass variability is different for i.ta. and
Basal classrooms. In three of the five projects, the i.ta.
classes exhibited a greater range hetween the lowest
class mean and the highest class mean on the word
recognition variable. However, in the other projects
greater variability was exhibited by the Basal classrooms.
A somewhat similar situation existed with respect to the
Paragraph Meaning subtest. The Fry and Hahn projects
found greater variability among i.t.a. classrooms, chiefly
beeause of very low achievement on the part of one
classroom in the it.a. treatment. In each of these pro-
jects, the lowest mean achievement was produced by an
i.t.a. class. The Hayes project found practically identical
interclass variability, although in this project both the
lowest and highest i.t.a. class means were considerably
above their Basal counterparts. In the last two prajects,
slightly higher variability was exhibited by the Basal
classrooms. A similar lack of consistency is found for the
Spelling and Word Study Skills subtests, In certain pro-
jects. greater interclass variahility was found for the Basal
treatment while, in other projects, greater interclass vari-
ahility was obtained for the i.ta. classes. Overall, there is
no evidence that either the Basal or the i.ta, treatment
tends to increase or decrease interclass variability. Of
course, the information in Table 74 says nothing about
intra« lass variability.

The Basal versus Basal plus Phonics comparison
leads to a similar conclusion. There is no clear-cut evi-
dence that interclass variabiiity is greater or smaller in ei-
ther of the two treatments. The same couldd be said of
the Basal versus Linguistic and Basal versus Phonicr
Linguistic comparisons.

The Basal versus Language Experience comparison
presents a somewhat different picture. Although not all
of the differences go in the same direction, there is an
indication that the range between the highest and lowest
average class achievement is greater in the Language
Experience spproach than the Basal program. Note, for
example, the tremendous interclass variability for the
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Table 74 Ranges of class means of tour Stanford subtests by treatment and project

Word Pasagraph Word
Reading Meaning Spelling Study Skilts
Project Treatment Min Max. Range Min, Muax Range Min. Aax Range Min. Mux Range
Basal vs. 1.t a.
e Busal 1o 22 [0 17 23 O A 13 5 28 37 9

‘ it 14 13 9 10 22 12 B 16 O R Fal 10
Hahn Basal 18 r 9 17 29 12 ] 15 - 29 43 10

) it 18 2 11 11 32 21 3 1~ 12 33 i 14
Haves Basal 12 22 10 Y 26 17 2 13 1 25 43 1%
A it 19 32 13 16 34 18 11 19 P 35 49 1

N Basal 12 2 15 9 30 2] 5 1~ 12 25 43 20
Mazurk. L 14 P 13 10 28 18 3 13 10 26 13 1=
Fanyzer Basul 13 21 8 12 20 3 6 13 - 2R 3 9

m Lt 2 28 6 20 I - 10 I 4 39 ) 10
Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics
Bordeaux Basal 16 23 - by 28 14 5 1o il 27 40 13
e 3+p 16 23 - 14 24 10 4 14 10 r 335 i
» Basal 1 22 10 9 26 - 2 13 1 25 13 18
Haves - - - .

k B+ 15 28 13 14 29 15 ] 1 12 30 13 13
Manning Basal 11 20 9 8 20 12 1 - ¢l 19 33 I
‘ ® B+p 18 29 G 13 23 10 L 12 6 20 3" ]
Aurphy Basal 13 2% 15 0 26 6 2 16 14 r 13 16
Arpin B+p 10 3 15 12 29 7 "4 1" 13 r a9 22

Basal vl Language Experience
Cleland Basal 19 2 8 v 3] 12 10 19 9 35 13 9
- LE 14 A0 16 19 32 13 o 19 13 Al 48 1"
Hahn Basal in 2 9 - 29 12 8 15 - 2 45 16
‘ Ly 19 28 9 16 31 15 10 1R ] 32 a5 13
S Basai 12 25 13 1 28 = 3 - 14 19 45 26
Kendrick 15 2 9 25 1o " 15 1 23 12 17
- Basal 12 19 - 10 20 10 5 13 8 20 41 15
St- > :
Sufler LE R 30 22 5 3 26 0 18 18 n 51
Busal vs. Linguistic
Ruddel! Basal 12 22 I B 24 16 4 12 R 26 AN 11
Ling Lt 24 10 11 22 11 3 13 10 25 9 14
sehnever Basat H R 21 4 32 28 | 18 I 18 19 31
CIe Ling " r 21 5 30 25 0 10 16 1 40 29
Sheldon 1asal i7 23 & 16 el 1} O e 11 33 16
el Ling 12 0 1" 5 ) 21 3 - 11 i S| 2
Basul vs, Phonic Linguistic
Haves Basal 12 22 10 9 26 1- 2 13 11 3 13 18
e P - 33 10 12 31 2 0 I 1 29 1 15
Tameze Basal 13 21 X 12 20 ¥ 6 13 - RIS ¥ 9
Amser Pl 2 31 - 19 a8 9 12 1o 4 5 8 1
" Basal - 20 9 12 40 18 - 18 1t 2R S0 22
Wyar P, 22 32 10 18 3l 13 1 18 - 30 50 Iy
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Language Experience approach in the first and founh
projects listed in Table 74. In these two projects, the
range for cach subtest was greater in the Language
Experience approach and, usually, the difference be-
rween the ranges for the Lunguage Experience and the
Basal approach is quite striking. Furthermore, in these
two projects, for cach subtest the lowest class mean was
found in the Language Experience treatment as was the
highest class mean. Perhaps this indicates that cenain
teachers find it difficult to put into practice an instruc-
tional prograns which does not use a structured set of
materils which systematically introduces to the child the
hasic reading skills. On the other hand, this finding
might also indicate that certain other teachers find that
they can proceed much more efficiently without the
“lock-step™ inherent, 1o some extent, at least in the
teachers use of most basal reader programs.

One obvious finding of this part of the analysis is
that large differences exist in the mean achievement of

Table 75

various classroons, even within a treatment and within a
project. It is often said that greater differences exist
among classrooms within a treatment than between treat-
ments. There is much to support that statement here,

The second approach 1o assessing variability within
treatments was to examine the standard deviations ob-
tained for cach treatment on cach achievement measure.
A relatively large standard deviation for any treatment
might indicate that that treatment encouraged superior
pupils to achieve up to their capabilities or that the weat-
ment was refatively incflective for pupils experiencing
difticulty in heginning reading. Certainly the variability of
pupils taught by a specific method or program is @ mat-
ter of interest. Table 75 secords the standard deviation of
scores by treatment o all outcome measures. The stan-
dard deviations reported are pooled estimates based on
all pupiis within classes labeled Basal, ita., Linguistic.
Language Experience, Basal plus Phonics, and
Phonics Linguistic. These nicasures of variability should

Standard Deviations? of Stanford measures according to treatment

Word Paragraph Ward Study

Reading Meaming Voeahulay Spething skills
Basal G, 20m0 0% =0l 372 3.3 87
Basal plas Phomes €110 a1 8 3 S 88 5.3 932
Lba (1L,03%) 08 93 389 AN E 800
Laniguage Expenence €1,1311) 000 .53 380 TR ]
Linguistic (7o) [l ~ 33 515 'y -
Lippmcott ¢i88) 041 9.33 008 S 898

ot hese standard des ations are pooled estumates based an il papels within class Tabeded Basal, e ot

Y Inehicate numbser of mcdiadoals on w hom stanclad des ution s caleulited

Table 76 Comparison of Basal and Nonbasal subjects on the Stanford Word Reading, Paragraph Meaning, and
Spelling sulitests
Waord Reading Paragraph Meamog Spelling
Nonhasal Basal Nonhusal Bl Noabasdl Basal
Methods Number of - method  No significant Reader method  No sgnificant Reader method  No sigmsheant Reader
compuared stuches supenior®  difference sepeniort supenor® ditterence supenor® saperior” diflerence superior?
iLa vs Basal s 3 2 0 1 4 il | 1 R
Linguistie vs Basal 3 1 2 0 QO A i} | 2 0
. 3| i
Basal + Phonics ve 4 0 ' " ( X o | X "
Basal
Language Expenience vs, . ) 3 " 1 P 1 " \ 0
Basal
) L inertiatie v
Phome Linguistic vs s X o ” 5 | 0 | 3 9
Basal :
Pl
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Table 77

Comparison of Basal and Nonbasal subjects on the Stanford Vocabula® and Word Study Skills subtests

Vocabulary

Word Study Skifls

Nonhasal Busal Nonbytsal Hasai

Number ol method No significant Reader method Ner sipnificant Reader
Methods campared stadies superior® diiferense superiar superiort difterence superiar®
ita vy Basal 5 §] 5 0 2 3 0
Linguistic vs Basal 3 [ 3 t] 1 2 (]
Basal + Phonics va. Basal 1 ] 3 0 2 M 0
Language Experience vs Baeail t | 4 ] 1 3 0
Phonic Linguistic va Bl 2 {l 3 §} | 2 4]
e s

.
Table 78 Comparison of Basal and Nonbasal subjects on the Fry cind Gates Word Lists
Fry Cultes
Nonbasl Basal Nonbuasal Butsal

Numbet ol nicthod Noy significant Reader method No sigmificant Reader
Methods compared studics superiort difference superior® superio differcnee superiort
ita vs Busal 3 | 1 [§ 3 )
Linguistic vs. Basai 3 2 | 0 [t § 0
Basul + Phoaws ve Basal t 1 4 0 2 2 0
Language Experience vs Basal 3 1 2 0 ! 2 O
Phonie Lingaistic vs Bisal A 4 ¥l 0 ) G 0

e b

be considered illustrative only hecause of the problems
involved in pooling datt from different projects.
However, there is an unusual degree of similarity in vari-
ability wmang the various treatiments, All of the standird
deviations for the Word Reading subtest, for example,
are greater than sis but less than seven. These are cer-
tainly negligible differences. The variability s somewhat
greater for the Paragraph Meaning subtest. For this test,
the lowest variability was found for the Linguistic treat-
ment, while the highest variability was reported for the
i.La. treatment, However, the differences are probably of
limited practical signilicance. The six standard deviations
are within one point of cach other for the Vocabulary
stubtest. The same can be said [or the Spelling subtest,
Furthermore, the intertreatment variability is only slightly
greater for the Word Study Skills subtest. Based on the
information reported here, there is ittle 10 indicate that
the variability of pupils differs to any extent from treat-
ment Lo treatment.

Summary of treatment comparisons
A summary of the within-projects treatmeni conpar-
isons is presented in Tables 76, 77, 78, and 79. Each of

the tables lists the methods compitred and the number of
projuects in which significant difterences favored cither the
basat approach or the nonbasal apmoach. The number of
projects in which no differences between treatments were
found is also recorded. Tables 76 and 77 report significant
differences for the Stnford Achicvemend Tests; Tables 78
and 79 report data on the individual sample measures. As
a general finding, it can be stated that the nonbasal pro-
grams tended o produce pupils with better word recogni-
tion skills than dicl the hasal programs. This finding was
especially true with respect 1o the i, Phonic/Linguistic,
and Basal plus Phonics programs. Differences between
basal and nonbasal approaches were less consistent with
respect to Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, rate of veading,
and reading accuracy. Furthermore, there wats little evi-
dencee that any approach increased or decreased variabili-
ty of pupil achicvement in reading.

Another general finding is that girls tended to have
a greater degree of readiness for reacling at the begin-
ning of the first grade and tended to achieve at a higher
level of reading at the end of the first grade. In most cas-
es, differences in reading achievement which favored
girls at the end of the year disappeared when the crite-
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Table 79

Comparison of Basal and Nonbasal subjects on the Gilmore Accurdey and Rate Scores

Gilmore Accuriey

Nothasd
rnethod
supenor”

Nuraber of
Methods compared atuiclices

s Hasal 5 !
Lingostue v Basal 3 0
Basal + Fhonies vs Basal i 0
langtupe Expenence vy Basal 4 1
Ihome Linguistic vs Basal 3 1

No sigaificant
Jdilerence

[N SR Y

[

Gilmore Rate

Basal

Nonbasdl Basal
Readder mathod Nov signilic.ant Reader
superieont supenonr difference superor
{1 ] 3 N
0 o 1 2
| [l 1 0
" 0" 4 0
0 0 4 1

rion scares were sidjusted for differences in prereading,
ability. This linding supports the general conclusion Ut
girls are more mature in the first grade and more able 1o
profit from instruction. A refated finding in this imvestiga-
tion was that none of the reatments had a unique offect
on the achievement of boys and girls. That is, no signifi-
cant sex by treatment interactions were found to exist.
On the average. girls tended to achieve at o higher rate
in all programs.

One of the most striking findings was the persis-
ters ¢ of project differences in reading achicvement even
after adjustments were nutde for differences in pupil
readiness for reading. Evidently, reading achievement is
influenced by factors peculiar o scliool systems over
and above diflerences in measured prereading capability
of pupils.

Limitations of the analysis of treatment comparisons

There are a number of limitations involved in inter-
preting the findings of the analysis of treatment compar-
isons. A first fimitation is that not all treatments were
representedd in all projects, This made it impossible to
make direct comparisons between such treatments as
i, Language Experience, Linguistic, and
Bhonic Linguistic. The tremendous project differences in
achicvement would have made comparisons between
treatments found in different projects meaningless, As a
result, it was only possible to compare the various ex-
perimental treatments with the Basal treatment in cach
project. Of course, these comparisons have beers made
in the reports of the individual projects,

Another limitation is that treamments Labeled
Lingnistic, Basal, Basal plus Phonics, and i.ta. did not
follow exactly the same program in cach project. For ox-
ample, the Basal reader approach wis considered a
single treitment even though a variety of Basal programs
were used 1 the various projects. Fusthermore, the

Linguistic, Basal plus Phonics, and i.La, treatments also
used different materials from project to project.
Furthermore, the Language Experience approach was
not exactty the same instractional progran in the four
projects which utilized this treatment. Grouping pro-
grams and materials into a single category should not
disguise the fact that actual differences existed in the in-
structional program within @ category.

Another limitation of the study is that there was ev-
idence of nonrandom assignment of pupils 1o treatnents
in certain projects, In some cases, there were substantial
dilferences in pupil performance on premeasures for the
experimental treatments. The analysis of covariance was
usedt o adjust for premeasure differences, but there is a
question ol how adequately this statistical technique ad-
justs [or differences in capabilitics between groups.

Another limitation which might influence ithe results
is that there appeared 1o be differences among projects in
the extent to which the Hawthorne effect was controlled,
It is likely that the newer programs profited from the in-
creased motivition, the greater teacher and parental iner-
est, the awareness on the part of pupils and teachers that
experinentation wis going on, and similar factors usuwilly
associited with new methodological techniques. The ex-
tent to which these extrancous factors were controlled in
the various projects undoubtedly infaenced the results,
In this regard, it is likely that the tess vaditional instruc-
tiomal programs profited from whatever Hawthome effect
was present in the investigation.

Analysis of treatment by readiness level

That part of the analysis which was designed to
test tor ditferential treatment eftects for pupils who pos-
sessed different prereading characteristics is discussed
helow. The analysis of general treatment effects across
Al levels of readiness has been presented earlier. The
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analvais reported presently. however, assesses the rela-
tve dtieeriveness of treatiments for pupils of low, aver-
dgesand gl readiness for reading as measured by tests
ot intelligence, auditony diserimination, and letter knowl-
[ wing the Basal versus nonbasial comparisons ¢m-
ploved in the main analyvsis reported carlier, subjects
were blocked intum according to perfornunce on the
Pintner- Canningham Primary Test, the Murphy-Durrell
Phonemies Test and the Murphy-Durrell Letter Names
Test A separate anadysis of variance was conducted ro
test differential trestment effects for various levels of per-

L
[EIEIN

tormance on the three variab.es,

The locus of interest in exch analysis of variance is
the approprate treatment by intelligence, treatment by au-
diton discrimination, and treatment by letter know ledge
mteractiion A significant interaction would indicate that
rreatments were not opesating in the same fashion across
Alevels of performance on the specific mcasure being,
atilhzed When asignificant interaction of this sort was lo-
cated e datr were scanned to find the reason. An inter-
cshing possible explanation would be that one treaunent
was more citeane for low-readiness pupils: another treat-
ment more clective Tor highereadiness pupils.

Because of the natare of this section of the analy-
~iv indnodiads were used as the experimental unit. Half
ass means computed separately for the sexes were
used as the exspermmental unit in the analysis of method

discussed in the preceding section. Since the same
pupils were involved in hoth analyses, it was possible to
compare treatment effects in the two methods of analy-
sis. This comparison is reported in the final report of the
Coordinuting Center (Bond & Dyhastra, 1967 Chapter 81,

Blocking on intelligence

subjects were categorized according to performance
on the Pintner-Cuniningham Primary Test in order to test
Jor differential treatment effects for pupils with varying
levels of intelligence. Four levels of intelligence were es-
tahlished. Cutoff points were selected in stuch a way that
approximately one fourth of the population in each Basal
versus nonbasat comparison fell in cach of the four men-
tal age categrories. Furthermore, cutoft points were set so
as 1o he identical for all Basal versus nonbasal compar-
isons, For example, the high intelligence group in all
compirisons (Basal versus i, Basal versus Basal plus
Phonic: 3asal versus Language Experience, Basal versus
Linguisue and Basal versus Phonic Linguistic) was com-
posed of those pupils who obttined raw scores of 44 or
higher on the intelligence measure, Likewisc, the iow in-
telligence group in cach of the comparisons consisted of
pupils who scored 23 or lower. Pupils in the high-middle
range of intelligence scored 39 to 43, while pupils in the
low-middle range scored 34 to 38.

Table 80  Cell frequencies for ¢ I evel of intelligence for the Basal vso i a0 treatments
L, I
33 or [AV HiM LHE OF
RYGN Treatment lessy (44-35) (39-13) niore)
i Busal 1~ = 10 21
. T e 2 13 22 1=
) L Basal i 2 i 0
Fumale fa 1 1 X W
vl Basal 24 20 1 St
- o Pt 20 23 4o '
' L etle- Bl 2 ) 15 !
AN LY . _‘:' ) A.‘) I—
il Basal 25 ) - 3
- R P 24 s K P
' S Basal In & 0 1
cim- i 20 in I «
i Basal 31 30 A S0
i -
R . N 5 (
Moazurhie s s e “. ) 1 )
Vel Basal IS 20 15 03
cHnle VL W0 2 35 a8
N Basal A ] 20 19
v o i o 42 12 3
. ) -
) | Basai 22 24 2 A
e 1 1.2 1 V5 "

‘The cooperative research program in first-grade reading instruction

63




Table 81

Cell frequencies for cach level of intelligence tfor the Basal vs. Basal plus Phonics treatment

1 H

(33 or LM 1iM (44 01

Project Ses Treatmen) less) t3:1-38) (3914 maore)
Male Basa} O 1 14 32
. o B+ 3 14 13 3]
Bordeaux .
Femate Basal i 3 9 32
) 13+p 3 13 15 21
Male Basal 25 8 - 3
Hayes . Bep 32 ) ) o
’ Female Basal 10 8 0 12
: B+P 25 13 12 3
. Basal -3 3" 31 15
Male Bep p \ | L
Manning ! ! N t -
Fermule Basal 00 11 34 -
’ B+P S0 32 27 17
\ale Basal 33 1- 23 17
Murphy o - Bep 129 5 o4 A
’ ’ Female Basal 42 28 24 13
: B+b s0 -1 G2 i

Table 82 Cell frequencies for each level of intelligence for the Basal vs. Language Experience

treatment

I. B

(33 or LM FIM (14 or

Project Sex Treatment lessy (34-3) (3011 more)
Basal 08 10 11 A
Cleknd ke IE S0 2 20 2
- Female Rasal i 12 oy 34
emale 1E e 4 e "
e Basal 28 20 1 30
Hahn e I 21 3 3 2
o Femule Buasal 24 19 45 10
v LE 2 20 a2 S8
Ml Basal 1Y 03 ) 95
Kendrick e L¥ s o] 88 s
I | st [£S) It -3 0]
emale o a0 o0 " ni
Rasal o8 18 23 16

Male . -

Stautfer e L ! 12 = o
¢ Femle Rl 2 2 2 L3
[SHEE i g N }_ -7“ -)'h

The numbers of pupils who fell in cach of the four
levels of intelligence within cach sex, treatment, and
project are reported in Tables 80, 81, 82, 83, and 8+. It
should be noted that relatively small numbers of subjects
were found in certain cells. a case in point heing high
intelligence males in the Phonic: Linguistic treatment in

Hayes™ project. As a result, the findings of this section of
the analysis should he interpreted with caution.

Cell frequencies for the Language Experience versus
Basal comparison are illustrative of those for other treat-
ment comparisons. These cell frequencies are reported in
Table 82, Adding across projects reveals that there were
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Table 83 Cell frequencies for each level of intelligence for the Basal vs. Linguistic treatment
L H
(33 or 1M HM (44 or
Propect Sex Treatment less) (31-38) (39-13) more)
Lasal ] | 3 =
Ruddell Angstic - ’
Fermile Rasal 1~ 14 Y 20
cmle Linguistic r = 3 -
Maale Basal 10y 16 22 32
. , e Linguistic 108 2 20 23
Schneyes N -
: Fermle Basul T3 20 25 40
il Linguisue 102 18 22 26
\al Basal 8 20 19 20
S Fon - L .
shetdon [ ingunstic 4 24 10 +3
Female Basal O 19 38
enale Linguistic 13 13 an 08

Table 84 Cell frequencies for cach level of intelligence for the Basal vs. Phonic; Linguistic treatment
L H
(33 or 1A HA (41 Oor
Project Sex Treatment fess) (34-38) (39-43) more)
Basal 25 8 h 3
. AMale Pl 33 10 0 4
dVUS
: . Basal 16 8 O 12
Female Py 2 o - %
Basal AR 1 20 19
T Male Pl 2 2 2 39
Anveer Fermde Basal 23 23 r E
cnetle o I 4 24 39
Basal 15 D] 2 31
W Male Pl i 14 28 iy
ARt R - -
' Femate Basal 12 25 A= Al
smiie P 11 13 " a0

1431 pupils in the Language Experience group and 1,523
pupils in the Basal group. Adding across sex reveats that

there were 1.540 boys and 1414 girls in all of the projects.

A breakdown of intelligence levels by sex results in the
finding that there were 405 boys and 452 girls in the high-
est level of intelligence. The high-middle range of intelli-
gence included 300 boys and 365 girls; the low-middle
range of intelligence, 287 boys and 279 girls; and the low-
est level of intelligence. 482 boys and 318 gids.

It is possible to analyze Table 82 further to deter-
mine the number of subjects who made up the high,
high-middie, low-middle, and low intelligence groups.
Summing across sex, treatment. and project reveals that
there were 857 pupils in the high inteiligence group. 731
pupils in the high-middle intelligence group, 566 pupils

in the low-middle intelligence group. and 800 pupils in
the lowest intelligence group. Therefore, for this particu-
lar treatment comparison, the cutoff points selected did
not succeed in placing one fourth of the pupils within
cach of the intelligence levels. However, it should be
remembered that the cutoff points were selected to dli-
vide the total population (all five treatment comparisons
combined) into approximately four levels. Therefore, for
cuch of the five treatment comparisons some deviations
from this standard resulted.

After the cutoff points were established, a four-way
analysis of variance was employed in which pupils were
blocked on intelligence, project, treatment, and sex. For
cach Basal versus nonbasal comparison, an across-
project analysis similar to that described in the preceding
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section was conducted on the assumption that, within
cach project, treatments were assigned at random to a
set of classes. The across-projects analysis would be
meaningful only if no treatment by project interactions
were found. The existence of significant treatment by
project interactions would indicate that treatments were
not operiating in the same fashion across all projects and
that interpretation of any cffects involving treatment
waould then be difficalt, A summary of all of the weat-
ment by project interactions for the various Basal versus
nonbusal comparisons is recorded in Table 85, Tt is obvi-
ous that treatments did operate ifferently in various
projects and that. therefore, a within-projects analysis
WS NECCssUry.

A within-projects analvsis for each Basal versus
Nonbusal treatmet comparison was conducted along
the fines of the analysis described in the preceding sec-
tion. The first step in the within-projects analysis was o
conduct an analysis of variance blocking on sex. rreat-
ment, and intelligence. Primany auention was focused on
the reatment and tredatment by level of intelligence ef-
fects. In the discussion which follows, only these two
treatment effects are reported for ecach project within
cach treatment comparison.

Following the analvsis of variance, an analysis of
covariance was also conducted using the readiness pre-
measures (except for the intelligence test) as covariates.
The treatment effects which resulted from this covari-

ance analysis are reported for cach treatment compari-
son. However, the weatment by readiness interaction is
not reported. The use of the seven readiness scores as
covariittes tended to eliminate treatment differences
among four levels of intelligence and also practically
climinated intelligence differences. This destroyed the
reason for the analysis which was to see whether or not
treatments had a differential effect on high and low
readiness pupils. Therefore, interpretation of differential
rreatment effects is based on the within-projects analysis
of variance.

Basal versus i.1.a. treatment comparison. A summa-
ry of the within-projects analvsis of the Lta. versus Basal
comparison blocking on sex, intelligence, and teamment
is reported in Table 86, Oaly the treatment and treatment
by intelligence elfects are reported for each project.
Columns A of the wible report the anaivsis of variance.
Table 86 reports many significant treatment effects, most
of which favor the i.ta. treatment. However, only one
significant treatment by intelligence interaction was
found. Obviously, the i.ta. reatment produced some-
what better readers across all levels of intelligence.
There is no indication that the Basal and ita. treatments
operated differently for pupils with varying degrees of
intellectual ability.

Basal versus Basal phis Phonics treatment comprari-
son. The within-projects analysis of the Basal versus Basal
plus Phonics comparison is reported in Table 87, The

Table 85 Treatment by project interactions on Stanford measures for Basal vs. Nonbasal treatment comparisons
(blocking on intelligence)

Word Reading Paragraph Meamng \ ocabuliy Spellmg Word study skills
Comparisaris al b A ¢h Ad ¢h Al ¢h Ad ch
thd v Basal 2340 25 08 1399 1704 RN s2 300 4319 2330 20 7o
Degrees of freedom [ R DR VIR I B2 (4]
Basat plus Phonies
v Basal 501 270 214 170 g 37 081" 1i A6 1o [ 211
Degrees of freedom (A 1098 (A 165
Language Csperience
s Basal 12 a5t T 62 R 285 013" 8 AR PR RN B85 T ol
Degrees of breedom CA 28000 (A0 IRR3)
Linguistic vs. Basal ]2 a7 17 32 020t G 13 280 3 400 1207 1274 32 507
Degrees ol Trecdom (2 1A 2 1a0)
Phonic Lingunstic
ve Basal 1511 12 4] Nott s 50 651 138 5.70 8.8 10 33 Y 2060
Degrees of frecdom 2, 90%) 1295
L Reports analvas of vaaanee
b Reports angahvas ol conornnce soab alb wsven jmcas s s covntes
S Interdchon s smbcat b o= levdd
S heracion s signhicant ac ol lesdd BEST COPY AVA“_ABLE
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Table 86

selected treatment effects from within-projects analysis of variance
Basal vs. i.ta. comparison (blocking on intelligence)

and covariance on Stanford measures for

Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Vocabulary spelling Word Study Skills
pa UHea 4b ¢ 3D c¢ Ab v ab ce Ab ce
I Treatiment S a0 1229 54 K] 12 KoY 17924 15.01% S.38° 1115
Treatment ~
Intelligence 2.33 12" .82 21 23

2 Treaument 10,24 3.48° 0~ 93 1.0 01 17 (64 32 08t 2.49 A9
Treaiment >
Intelhgence 208 1 o8 2.51 1.04 108

3 Treaument On s a8 12,75 [ 1.13 12 7139 60.62" a7 3107
Trewment ¥
Intelligence KO 2 06t 12 P11 2.08

S Treatment 308 28 Al 08 1).42 4.0 (1] 11692 81 05¢ 85 19
Treatment <
tniclhgence g 238 06 -7 24

S freatment 12501 [76G a5 S350 81.20* 351 240 3.05° Q67" TLAVTY O D00t
I'reatment ~
Intelligence Loy 1.50 192 AT ST

4 Projects 1n numernieal order e Fiv Hahn, Haves, Mazuskiew ez, and Tanyer
Y Reports analyas ol Gariance: Treaiment elledts are based on 1 and 1993 df interactions, on 3 and 1995 df
¢ Reparts covanunce with all seven prenicasares as covanates Treament effects based on 1and 1adn of

* Sigheant ddlarence Tivonng 1 ta 2t 08 level
 sipnthicant diflerence Tvonmg o ta a0l level

signsheant difference favoning Basd at 05 fevel

3o sgnihicant difterence Lavormg Basal ae 01 lesed
o Interacteon spouficant at 03 Jevdd

Table 87 Selecied treatment effects from within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for

Basal vs

. Basal plus Phonics comparison (blocking on intelligence)

Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Nocabuliny Spelling Word Study skills
P Effect Ab . ab & Ab & Ab c ab o
L Treatment 30 1S A7 01 Al 09 3.21 27 1.01 10
Treatment >
Intelligence 1.5 1.29 32 80 ~i
2 Treatiment 207 DR 1.18 342 0.624 5123 1003° 16,20 32" 042
Treatment x
Intethgence 1os I 40 129 19
A Treatment Sl asee 17 "4 20 0400 0.7 41300 17RO 94 42% 5218 q9 42" 2207
Treatment <
Inteliigence i3 S0 A3 18 31
4 Preatment 137 162 11,27 03 15 36 2278 91 01 T T S A%
Treatment X
Intelligence Nu 1.85 88 e 0a

L Progeas o nanenic order are Bordeaus, Tlaves Manming, and Murphn
P Repaorts andhosis o sartance Treamment cfeds are lased on L and 1038 df witeractuons, on 3 and 1658 df
¢ Hepons covartaiee with il seven premeasures as oonanates Treament elleats e based on 1and 19631 df

< signlcatt difference favoring Basal pl
** snihicanm dittesence Lnvormse Basal pics Phomes at ol level

Csigtadieant ddlerenee L orng Basal ae 03 Jevdd

Phonies at oA devel
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Table 88 Sclected treatment effects from within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for
Basal vs. Language Experience comparison (blocking on intelligence)

Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Vocabulary Spelling Word Study Skills
P4 Elfect ab o AD e AD v Ab e Ab ce
1 Treatment 17300 43,25 039 22547 19.406% 4252 1.08 13 8.8 2309
Treatment X
Intelligence 43 124 39T A0 Kl
2 Treatment 597 3 G0 42 10 1.3 96 1.18 73 Rald] 49 .
Treatment X :
Intelligence 115 195 68 10 1.06
3 Treatment 0,230 At 81.831 52.38 1.52 .68 5240 1.12 17.22¢ 1.83
Treatment X
Intelligence 202 92 3924 . 1.91
4 Treatment 17.80*° 20.08°° 8,858 9.65°°° 59 04 572 Q07 52 33
Treatment X
Intelligence 0.0t 12,584+ 8.22H4 O AT 10.82H1

A projects in numencal order are Cleland, Hahn, Kendnck and Staoffer

T Reports analysis of vananee: Tieatment etlects Dased on 1 and 2890 (70 interactions, on 3 and 289%) Jf
¢ Reports covanance with all seven prenieasures das covarrtes Treament effects based on 1 and 2883 Jdf

* Significant difference favoring Language Experience at 05 level
s signhicant didterence lavoring Linguage Expenence at 01 level
o Signiticant difference favormp Bisal at .03 fevel

+ Sigficant difference favoring Basad at ol fevel

1 Interachion significant at 05 level

o Interacuon sigmilicant ab 0 feved

treatment effects reported for both the analysis of vari-
ance and covariance favor the Basal plus Phonics treat-
ment in every instance except for the Vocabulary subtest
in project 2 (Hayes). However, no treatment by intelli-
gence interactions were found to be significant in any of
the projects. These two findings would indicate that the
Basal plus Phonics approach was somewhat superior to
the Basal approach for high intelligence, average inrelli-
gence, and low intelligence pupils alike and that the ex-
tent of this superiority was consistent across intelligence
levels. Furthermore, there was no indication that one
treatment was better for high intelligence pupils, or the
other treatment better for low intelligence pupils.

Basal versus Langueage Experience treatmentt coni-
parions. A sumnary of the within-projects analysis for the
Basal versus Language Experience treatment comparison
is presented in Table 88. Again, only the treatment and
treatment by interaction effects are reponed. A number of
treatment effects were found to be statistically significant
in the vatious projects. In three of the four projects, the
differences favored the Language Experience approach.
while in project 3 (Kendrick) the differences favored the
Basal approach. However, a number of significant treat-
ment by intelligence interactions were found. Projects 1
(Cleland) and 3 (Kendrick) reported significant interac-

tions between treatment and intelligence on the
Vocabulary subtest, while project 4 (Stauffer) recorded
significant interactions on all five subtests.

The reason for the interaction in project 4 (Stauffer)
is reported in Table 89. On cach of the subtests, the
Language Experience approach was superior to the Basal
approach for the upper three levels of intelligence.
However, in each case the Basal approach produced
higher performance for the low intelligence pupils. The
data from project 4 (Stauffer; would indicate that the less
capable pupil would profit more from a Basal program,
while more capable pupils would profit from the
Language Experience approach. However, this conclusion
is tempered by the tact that significant project by treat-
ment interactions were not found on the four reading-
related achievement measures for the other three projects
in the Basal versus Lunguage Experience comparison.

Because the interactions were primarily restricted
to one project, the data were examined further. It was
possible that an examination of performance on premea-
sures would reveal the reason for the significant interac-
tions. Table Y0 presents relevant information. The same
paitern of performance existed on the premeasures 4s
had been found on the Stanford Achievement Test.
Within the lowest range of intelligence, Basal pupils
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scared better on readiness measuves than did children in
the Language Experience treatment. Within the higher
range of intelligence, however, Language Experience
pupils were more ready for reading. This suggests that
the significant treatment by intelligence interactions on
the postinstructional achicvement measures was simply a
reflection of treatment by project interactions on readi-
ness measures. Low intelligence Basal pupils were more
ready for reading in other respects than were losy intelli-
gence Language Expericence pupils and they became
more suceessiul readers. High intelligence Language
Experience pupils were more ready for reading in re-
spects other than intelligence than were their high intelli-
gence Basal counterparts and they became better read-
ers. Therefore, the interactions between treatment and
intelligence on the achievenment measures probably are
of litde ¢ducational significance.

Basal versus Linguistic treatment comparison. The
summary of the within-projects analysis for the Basal
versus Linguistic treatment comparison is reported in
Table 91. The anaylsis of variance and analysis of covari-
ance point out a number of significant treatment differ-
ences, some favoring the Basal approach and some fa-
voring the Linguistic approach. However, only one
significant treatment by intelligence interaction was
found, that for the Vocabulary subtest. Therefare, there
is nothing to indicate that the treatments operated differ-
entially for pupils of high or low intelligence. In some
projects, the Basal approach was superior and the supe-
riority was evident for all ranges of intelligence. In other
projects, the Linguistic approach was superior and the
superiority held up across all ranges of intelligence.

Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic treatment compari-
son. Selected treaument effects from the within-projects

Table 89 [nadjusted Standford means for project four in Busul vs. Lunguage Experience comparison by treatment
and level of iatelligence
Waord Reading Paragraph Meaning spelhng Word swdy skills

Level of Intelligence Basal LE Basal LE Basal LE Basal LE

High intelhigence 194 259 03 28 6 128 103 R 45.7
14 or more

High-muddie imelligence =" 225 179 234 101 137 373 39.8
3913

Low-middic mtelhgence 1603 207 18y 199 98 128 342 3T
34-38

Low mntelligence 131 s 127 9.2 00 a4 28 234
33 or less

Table 90 Unadjusted premeasure nreans for project four in Basal vs. Language Experience com-

parison by treatment and level of intelligence

Murphy-Duerelt Phonemes

Murphy-Durrelf Letler Names

Murphy -Durredl Learmng Rue

Level of Tnelligence dasal LE Basul LK Basal Lt
Hhgh imelligence 19 2 247 2000 201 220 215
FOF mone
High—nmiiddle mtelhpence 1914 220 199 234 221 RRE
3914
Low—nuddle intelhgence 192 2 18t 221 19 217
34-3K
Ltow intelligence 1o 17 % 182 16 3 189 1=
33 o less
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analysis of the Basal versus Phonic Linguistic compar-
isons are presented in Table 92, The analysis of variance
and analysis of covariance found many significant treat-
ment differences favoring the Phonic: Linguistic treatment.
However, only two treatment by project interactions were
found to be significant. One of these interactions in-
volved the Vocabulary subtest, while the other involved
the Paragraph Meaning subtest. It is apparent that the

Phonic/Linguistic program was superior across all levels
of intelligence. There was no indication that the Basal ap-
proach was better for pupils of a given intetlecteal capa-
bility, while the Phonic Linguistic program was better for
pupils of a different level of intelligence.

Summary. For four of the five Basal versus nonbasal
treatment comparisons, there was no evidenee of differen-
ti] treatment effects according to pupll intelligence. Either

Table 91  Selected treatment effects from within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for
Basal vs. Linguistic comparison (blocking on intelligence)
Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Vocabulary Spelhing Word Study Skills
PY Eiffect ab ce ab o ab I ab < ab e
1 Traaiment 202 1.0 i 33 33 295 I Rk 930 3006 .78
Treatment X
Intelliegence 1.0l U B3 158 A1
2 Treatment 198 3T (IR RS 12,34 10 361 15,98t 15.02¢ 981 Tt
Treatment %
Intelliggence 1 06 1 4 3211 13 1.00
3 Treatment Ul ({3 28,499 22.45¢ 9.897 182 17 avt 1wt 0.00% 106
Treament X
Intelhgence 99 o 1.19 67 58

4 Proects i numenczl order aee Ruddell sehinever. and Shcldon

Y Reports analysis of varnnce Trenment elfects based on 1 and 1309 d7 mteracions, on 3 and 1300 Jf
Y Repors covanance with all seven premeasures as covanates. Treament eleaed based on Fand 13020 df

" ignaticant ditference lavonmg Linguistic at 05 level
** Signidicant difierence lavonng Lingustie at 01 level
ot sprnlicant difterence fvormg Basal at 05 leved

1 Signihiaant difterence tavonmg Basal at 91 jesel

1 Interacuon significant at al level

Table 92 Selected treatment effects from within-projects analysis of variance and covariance on Stanford measures for
Basal vs. Phonic: Linguistic comparison (blocking on intelligence?
Word Reading Paragraph Meaning Vaocabulary Spelling Word Study Skills
P Eflea ab e ab o Ab o ab e ab v
b Treatment G T8 EEIU b 1583 27ou 08 196 2587 425 1004 29400
Treaiment X
Intellicgence 190 (Y 3.55¢ (] Lo~
2 Tremiment 17311 tald 23 (AR 2308 4049 SO 35 000 T o O 370 33 15
Treamment
Ineligence 1.5 § Ot 18 30 .28
3 Treatment Stotes ERTE A A 80 250 112 28 RO (3 Rl 0 -48° 832
Treatment X
Intellgence i2 RE D} 16 12

A proecisom mumencal order are Blaves, Tanvzer and Wi

h Reports analvas of varunee: Treatment effects are based on 1 and 958 df nteracions, on 3 and 938
G Reports covaranee with all seven premedasures as covartes Treatment elfeas based on 1 aad 951 df

* spniticant dilerenc e Lavonng Phonie Lingustic at 03 level
** Spndicant dilterence Livonng Phosn agoustie ac af level
t Interaction sigmifionat ar 05 fevel
1 towracuon sigmiicant a0 desel
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no dilerence between the Basal and nonbusal treaiment
existed, or the superior reatment operated in the same
Fashion across all levels of intelligence. On the other
hand. there wis some evidence in the analysis ol the
Basal versus Language Experience comparison that the
Language Fxperience approacht swas superior for average
and above-average pupils, while the Basal approach was
better far the pupils at the lowest level of intelligence.
This finding. however, has limited signilicance in light of
the fact that ditferences berween treauments in pertor-
mance on premeasures othier than intelligence were very
simikr to the dilferences found on achievement measures,

Blocking on phonemes

Pupils were classified as having high, average, or
low auditory diserimination by setting up cutoff points
on the Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Test. The cutotf points
were established so that approximately one third of the
total population tell into cach of three categories.
Information concerning the numbers of pupils from each
of the projects who fell in each of the auditory discrimi-
nation levels is reported in the Appendix to the
Coordinating Center's final report (Bond & Dykstra,
1967, as are summuries of the across-projects and
within-projects analyses. The results can be summarized
by stating that. except for the Busal versus Language
Experience comparison, very few treztment by auditory
discrimination interactions were found to be significant,
Where treatment differences were found o be significant
in o Basal versus nonbasal comparison, the usual finding
wis that the superior treatment was superior over all
three levels of anditory discrimination. There was no in-
dication that Basal and Nonbasal treatments operated
differentially tor the three levels of auditory discrimina-
tion. Tables similar to those presented for the various
treatment compurisons blocked on intelligence are pre-
sented in the Appendix (Bond & Dykstra, 1967) for the
virious treatment comparisons blocked on the Murphy-
Durrell Phonemes Test.

Auditony discrimination by treatment interactions
were found to be significant in the Language Experience
versus Basal compurisons, Pupils svith low auditory dis-
crimination profited more from instruction in a Bisal pro-
grac, while pupils with average and high auditory dis-
crimination gained more from a Language Experience
approach, This finding. again, must be interpreted in light
of an wdentical treatment by auditony discrimination inter-
deton on many premesures, Basat rapils in the low au-
diton discriminaton group were supesior to similar
Langnage Expericnce pupils on the Tetter Names,
Learning Rate, and Pintner-Conningl.am Prinny Test.
The reverse was true of pupils with high auditory dis-
crimination skifls. Among this group, the Language

Experience pupils were superior in performance on the
premeasures. This interaction involving premeasures
probably explains the interaction involving postmeasures.

Blocking on letter knowledge

An analysis similar to the one used blocking on in-
telligence and auditory discrimination was conducted
blocking on letter knowledge. Pupils were placed in ap-
proximately equal numibers in four categorics according
1o letter knowledge as measured by the Murphy-Durrell
Letter Names Test. The numbers of pupils within cach
project who were placed in the four levels of leter
knowledge are presented in the Appendix to the
Coordinating Center's final report (Bond & Dykstra,
1967y as are sunmimaries of the analysis of variance and
analysis of covariance pertinent to this aspect of the data
analysis, In general, the results showed that few, if any,
significant treatment by letter knowledge interactions
were found for the Basal versus i.ta., Basal versus Basal
plus Phonics, Basal versus Linguistic, and Basal versus
Phonic Linguistic comparisons. Whenever treatment dif-
ferences were found to be significant, the superior treat-
ment was superior across all fevels of letter knowledge.
There was no indication that the Basal treatnent was
particularly effective for pupils with high or low {etter
knowledge. while the nonbasal treatment was more ef-
fective for pupils with the opposite characteristics.

This finding did not hold true for the Basal versus
Language Expericnce comparison. [n that treatment com-
parison, @ number of treatment by letter knowledge inter-
actions (mostly in one project) were found to be signiti-
cant. An examination of the data revealed that these
interactions resulted from the fact that pupils low in letter
knowledge profited more from the Basal approach, while
pupils at the higher levels of letier knowledge achieved
better under the influence of the language arts progran.
However, the same problem of dissimilarity in readiness
characteristics of Basal and Language Experience pupils
that existed in the analysis blocking on itelligence and
the analysis blocking on auditory discrimination was also
evident in this case. The significant treatment by letter
knowledge interactions on achievement measures ap-
peured to be merely reflections of treatment by letter
knowledge interactions on other premeasures,

Summary

For four of the five Basal versus Nonbasal compar-
isons, there was no evidenee of a differential treatment
cltect for various levels of intelligence, auditory discrimi-
nation, or letter knowledge. Very tew, if any., significant
treatment by intelligence, treatment by auditory discrimi-
nation, or treatment by letter knowledge interaction ef-
[eets were found to be significant. This finding of no in-
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teraction between treatment and readiness characteristics
generally held true for the Basal versus ita., Basal ver-
sus Basal plus Phonics. Basal versus Linguistic, and Basal
versus Phonic’Linguistic treatment compitrisons.

A somewhat different conclusion could be drawn
from the analysis involving the Basal versus Language
Experience comparison. For this treatment comparison,
number of treatment by intelligence, treaument by audi-
tory discrimination, and treatment by letter knowledge
interactions were found to be significant. The interac-
tions resulted from the fact that the least mature pupils
achieved better in a Basal program than in a Language
Experience program. Conversely, more capable students
with respect to these skills profited more from a
Language Experience approach. It should be empha-
sized again, however, that this finding probably resulted
from similar differential readiness characteristics of Basal
and Language Experience pupils and, therefore, has
questionabie significance.

Summary and conclusions

The present study was designed to obtain informa-
tion relevant to three busic guestions: (1) To what extent
are various pupil, teacher. class, school, and community
characteristics related to pupil achievement in first-grade
reading and spelling? (2) Which of the many approaches
to intial reading instruction produces superior reading
and spelling achievement at the end of the first grade?
(3) Is any program unicuecly effective or ineffective for
pupils with high or low rcadiness for reading?

Analysis of relationships

Stommary of findings. The findings of the investiga-
tion relevant to the first question above can be sunima-
rized as follows;

(1) The single hest predictor of first-grade reading
suceess among the premeasures used in this investiga-
tion was the Murphy-Durrell Letter Names Test. This test
correlated between .52 and 60 with both the Stanford
Word Reading and Stanford Paragraph Meaning subtests
for cach of the six treatments used in the investigation.,

(2) The Murphy-Durrell Phonemes and the Pintner-
Cunningham Primary Test also correlated refatively highly
with the criterion measures. Fach of these tests correlated
A0 or greater with both the Word Reading and Paragraph
Meaning subtests for cach of the six treatments.

(3) The othier readiness tests used in this study cor-
related positively with the reading measures, but to a
smaller extent. Correlations with reading were usually
A0 or less for these premeasures.

(-+) For the subtests with the hest predictive ability
(Leter Names, Phonemes., Pintner-Cunningham), there

was litde evidenee of differential prediction of reading
success in the programs used in this study. Correlations
hetween these premeasures and reading were very similar
[or pupils in the Basal, ita. Basal plus Phonics, Language
Experience, Linguistic, and Phonicr Linguistic groups.

(5) A correlation coefficient of .86 was found he-
tween the Fry Test of Phonetically Regular Words and
the Gates Word Pronunciation Test for the Basal treat-
ment. Each of these tests was administered individually
10 a sample, but they differed in the degree to which
words were controlled on the basis of sound-syimhol
regularity. The Fry test consisted of words with high reg-
ularity, while the Gates test consisted of words selected
on the basis on {requency of usage with no control of
sound-symbol relationship. Furthermore, the Word
Reading subtest from the group-administered Stanford
Achievement Test correlated .72 with the Fry Word List
and .78 with the Gates Word Pronunciation Test for the
Basal group. Correfations for the treatments other than
Basal were very similar,

(6) For the range of class sizes reported in this
study, there was a negligible correlation hetween class
size and reading achievement. Furthermore, pupil ab-
sence and child age were negatively related o the vari-
ous reading measures, However, these correlations were
also negligible with the largest of them being —.22.

(7 The total experience of teachers corretated he-
tween (24 and L34 with the five Stanford Achievement
measures. Teacher experience in the first grade correfat-
ed between .20 and .30 with the same measures. A rat-
ing of general overall teacher efficiency correlated he-
tween (10 and 22 with the five achievement measures.

(8) The accuriacy score on the Gilmore Oral Reading
Test correlated between .81 and 90 with the Gates Word
Pronunciation Test for the various reading programs.

(9 The Stanford Word Reading Test, a measure of
word recognition, and the Stanford Parvagraph Meaning
Test, a measure of comprehension, correliated hetween
71 and .83 for the various programs,

Conclusions. From the correlation relationships
found in the study, the following conclusions can be
drawn:

(1) There are many pupil capabitities related o the
success children have in beginning reading. The results
of this study would indicate that a fair amount of the
varation in pupil success can be accounted lor by the
attributes brought to the leaming situation. Such pupil
capabilities as auditory and visual discrimination and
pre-first-grade familiarity with print and intelligence, are
all substantially related to success in fearning to read un-
der whatever approach o initial instruction is used.

(2) Among those attributes measured in this study,
knowledge of Tetter numes and the ability to discriminate
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betw een word sounds appear to have the greatest refi-
tionship to reading success under cach of the various
methods of instruction employed. The knowledge of let-
ter names gained prior to initial instruction alone would
account for approximately 25 to 36 percent. of the varia-
tion in reading ability found at the end of ithe year under
the various methods of instruction used for this study. It
is also interesting 1o note that the predictive validine of o
single subtest such as the Letter Names subtest is of ap-
proxitmately the same magnitude as the predictive validi-
ty of an entire reading readiness battery. Therefore, it is
probuably not necessary to give i complete readiness test
if prediction of reading success is the only objective,

(3) Test constructors should note the high positive
relationship between the length of the various readiness
tests, their variability, and their predictive validity. The
length of the tests alone might account for the differen-
tial predictive power found among the premeasures
used i this study.

(-+) Although there were some differences in the
magnitude of correlations between prereading pupil
characteristics und suceess in reading under the various
methods. there was enough uniformity in these relation-
ships to conclude that no one method of instruction
would uniquely overcome the limbations imposed on
children by deficiencies in any characteristic measured in
this study. Furthermore, no approach used was found to
be uniquely effective for pupils who scored well on any
of the premcasures.

(3) There were some differences in the magnitude
of the correlations hetween the pretest and the Stanford
Paragraph Meaning and Stanford Word Reading tests,
However, there was enough uniformity in these relation-
ships to conclude that no one attribute measured by the
premeasures would predispose the child o having specit-
ic dilficulty in word recognition as opposed to compre-
hension or cice versa. In this respect. it should be noted
that the correlation between the two reading tests was so
high that linle differential prediction could be expected.

(6) Although no relationship between class size and
suceess in first-gride reading was found in this study, the
conclusion that class size makes no difference would he
unwirranted, No very Lirge or very small classes were
represented in the study. It can be concluded, however,
that the additon or subtraction of a pupil or two would
not seriously influence successful teaching,

(7 The relationship between pupil age and read-
ing success indicates that the vounger child did some-
what hetter than did his older classnmate, The correlation
wats so small that differences in age of these pupils ac-
counted for litde, if anv, of the differences in reading
success, Furthermore, the negative relationship hetween
achicvement and chronologicl age may be a result of

selective admission procedures wherebhy unusually ma-
ture children are admitted to school 2t a young age.

(8) A child who has the ability to read phonetically
regular words also has skill in reading worcs of hic’
utility even though these lauer words may be highly ie-
regulay. Similarly, children who can read words orally in
individual test situations also are relatively successtul in
reading words silently in a group testing situation.
Therefore, in most instances, it is probably not necessary
to employ both individual and group measures of word
recognition. Simikarly, it is probably not necessury to use
different tests 1o evaluate the reading ability of pupils
who learn 1o read by meuns of linguistic programs
(where words are controlled on the basis of sound-
symbol regularity) from those used 1o test reading ability
of pupils from basal reading programs.

(9) The high intercorrelations found in the variery
of reading measures used in this study indicate that read-
ing at the end of the first grade is largely a unitary ac-
complishment depending upon the ability to recognize
words accurately and to associate meaning with those
words. An alternative conclusion, of course. is that it is
difficult to develop tests which ditferentiate abilities at
this carly level even if they exist.

{10) From the correlation studies, the evidence is
that teacher experience and efficiency ratings are only
slightly related to pupil suceess. While there is ample ev-
idence that class ditferences influence reading success,
the estinmates of teacher officiency used in this study did
not explain these differences.

Analysis of methodology

The relative effectiveness of the various instruc-
tional programs used in this investigation was evaluated
in two dilferent ways. The major technique was to com-
pare various Nonbasal programs with Basal programs
used in the same project. The newer experintental pro-
grams were evaluated by comparing their relative effec-
tveness with that of the well-known Basal reading pro-
grams. This analysis was considered the appropridate one
10 be used in the study. However, an analysis was also
conducted whereby cach wreatment within cach project
was compared with ail of the other treaunents in all of
the other projects. In this atter analysis, pupil differences
in readiness among the various treatments and projects
were adjusted by mcans of covariance as were teacher
differences in experience. Because of tremendous pro-
ject differences in achievement even after teacher and
pupil characteristics had heen controlled statistically, this
method of analysis was conducted for informational
purposes only and is presented in the report of the
Coordinating Center (Bond & Dvkstra, 1967, Clapter 9).
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Stommenry of findivgs from Basal versus Nonbasal
compeirisons. The findings of the Basal versus ita., Basal
versus Basal plus Phonics, Basal versus Langlage
Experience, Basal versus Linguistic, and Basal versus
Phonic Linguistic treatment comparisons ire suminiarized
below:,

1) Sunnmery of Beisad versus i.4.d. compdrisons.
The i.ta. and Basal approaches were of approximutely
equat effectiveness in terms of pupils” achicvement on
the Paragraph Meaning test. However, the i.La. treatment
produced superior word recognition abilities as miea-
sured by the Word Reading subtest of the Stanford and
the Fry and Gates word lists. Evidence concerning the
spelling ability of pupils in the two groups was inconclu-
sive. The Basal subjects were superior in spelling ability
in three projects, but the i.La. subjects were superior in a
fourth project. No differences were found between treat-
ments in reading aceuracy and rate as measured by the
Gilmore Oral Reading Test,

(2) Summiary of Basal versus Basal pins Phonics
competrison. In general, Basal programs accompanied by
supplementary phonics materials produced significandy
greater achievement in reading than did Basal materials
alone. This superiority was especially pronounced in the
across-projects analysis of mean performance on the
stanford Achiesement tests and the Frv and Gares word
recognition tests, Practically all differences on these mea-
sures [avored the Bisal plus Phonics group. even though
some of the differences failed to reach statistical signili-
cance. No differences in rate or accuracy of oral reading
were found between the two treatments.

(3 Stmmiary of Beasal versus Langiage Experience
comparison. Relatively few significnt differences were
found between the Language Experience and Basal ap-
proaches. Those significant ditferences which were
found to exist generally favored the Language
Experience approach. Towever, these sporadic ditfer-
ences were often not of much practical significance in
terms of actual reading achievement.

GO Supmniary of Basal versis Linguistic. The most
common {inding for the Linguistic versus Basal compuri-
son in the various projects wis that of no difference e-
tween treatments. The Linguistic group tended o o
perform the Basal group on tests of word recognition.
while the Basal group exhibued somewhat greater speed
and accuracy in reading. No differences in comprehen-
sion were ascertained,

(SY Summiary of Besal versus Phonic Lingitistic
competrison. The Phonics Linguistic program was superi-
o1 16 the Basal program utilized in the projects of this in-
vestigation. The Phonic- Linguistic program produced
pupils with superior word reading, paragraph meaning,
spelling, and word study skitls. Phonic Linguistic pupils

were ilso superior on the Fry Test of Phonetically
Regular Words and the Gates Word Pronunciation Test,
No significant differences were found in rate or accuracy
of oral reading. .

In general, there wis less ditference i variability
among breatments than in mean achicvement among treat-
ments. Standard deviations on cachy of the outcome mea-
sures were very similar for the Basal, ita, Basal plus
Phonics, Language Experience, Linguistic, and
Phonic Linguistic pupils. Furthermore, the interclass varia-
tion within the various treaiments was very similar except
for the Language Experience approach. Wide differences
in mean achievement of classrooms were found for all of
the programs, However, the range between the highest
and Jowest average class achievement in the Language
Expericnce approach generally was greater than the range
for the Basal classrooms in the sume project.

Another general linding was that girls tended o
have a greater degree of readiness for reading at the be-
ginning of first grade and tended to read at ahigher Tev-
¢l of reading at the end of the first grade, [ most cases,
ditferences in reading achievement which favored girls at
the end of the vear disuppedred when criterion scores
were adjusted for differences in prereading abilits . A re-
luted finding in this investigation wis that none of the
treatmients had a unigue effect on the achieverent of
bovs and girls. Thatt 15, o significant sex by reaiment in-
teractions were found to exist. On the average, girls
tended to be hetter readers in all programs,

One of the most striking findings wus the persis-
tenee of project differences in reading achievement,
even after adjustments were muade statistically for differ-
ences in pupil readiness Tor reading. Evidenily, reading
achievenment is inlluenced by factors peculiar to school
systems over and above difterences in prercading capa-
hilities of pupils.

One other common finding was that statistically
significunt treatnient by project interactions were found
in most of the Basal versus Nonbasal comparisons. In
general. reatments did not operate in the same fishion
HACTORS Projects,

Conclusions. The findings of the anabysis of mcthod-
ology ied o the following conclusions:

(1 Word study skills must be emphasized and
taught systenatically regardless of what approach to ini-
tiul reading instruction is used. :

(23 Combinations ol programs, such as i basal pro-
gram with supplementury phonics nuuterials, often are
superior Lo single approaches. Furthermore, the success
of such methods as the Language Experience approach
indicates that the addition of language experiences o
any kind of reading program can be expected to make a
contribution.

74 Reprinted from READING RESEARCH QUARTERLY October/November/December 1997 32/4




(3) Innovative programs such as Linguistic readers
are especially offective in the word secognition area. The
superiority of these programs Lo basal progriuns is not as
evident in the area of comprehension. It is likely that
basal progrims should develop a more intensive word
study skills element, while programs which put major
emphasis on word recognition should increase attention
paid to other reading skills.

(D) Tt is necessary for weachers to neke dilferential
expectations concerning mean achicvement of boys and
gitls. On (he average, boys cannot bhe expected to
achieve at the same level as giels, ac least with the materi-
als, methods, and teachers involved in this investigation.
A probuble explanation from the data of this study is tha
hoys are Jess ready to read when they enter school.

(5) Boys and girls do not profit uniquely from any
of the programs urilized in this investigation. On the av-
crage, girls' achievement is superior o boys” no matter
what approach to beginning reading is ased.

(6) Reading programs are not equally effective in
all situations. Bvidendy, factors other than methaod, with-
in o pavticular learmning sinaation, influence pupil suceess
in reading.

(™) Reading achicvement is related to other charac-
teristics in addition to those investigated in this study.
Pupils in certain school systems became better readers
than pupils in other school systems even when pupil
characteristics were controlled statistically. Furthermore,
these differences in achievement from project to project
da not seem 1o he directly related to the elass. school,
teacher, and community characteristics appraised in this
study'.

(8) Pupils taught to read by means of o transitiona)
alphabet such as i.ta. may experience greater ditficulty
making the transidon to traditional orthograply in
spelling than they do in reading, Longitudinal informa-
tion is necessary to study this problem.

{9) Future research might well center on teacher
and learning situation characleristics rather than method
and materials, The tremendous range ammong classrooms
within any method potnts out the importance of ele-
ments in the fearning situation over and above the meth-
ods employed. To improve reading instruction. it is nec-
essary to train better teachers of reading rather than to
expect a panacea in the form of materials.

(10) Children learn to read by a variety of materials
and methods. Pupils become successful readers in such
vastly different programs as the Language Experience ap-
proach with its relative lTack of structure and vocabulary
contral and the various Linguistic programs with their
relatively high degree of structure and vocabulary con-
trol. Furthermore. pupils experienced difficulty in cach
ol the programs utilized, No one approach is so distinet-

Iy better in all situations and respects than the others that
it should be considered the one best method and the
one 1o be used exclusively.

(11D The expectation of pupil accomplishment in
initial reading instruction probably should be raised.
Programs which introduced words at a more capid pace
tended to produce pupils with superior word recognition
ahilities at the end ol the first grade. Chiidren today tend
to be better equipped {or reading instruction when they
enter first gracle than they were some years ago and they
are probably prepared to Jearn more words and develop
more mature study skills thun are currenty expected of
them in many programs,

(12) Indications are that the initial reading vocabu-
lary should be selected with a greater halance between
phonetically regular words and high-utility words. It is
likely that introducing words solely on the basis of fre-
quency of use presents an unusually complex decoding
task for the beginning reader. On the other hand, it ap-
peitrs that presenting only phonetically regular words
matkes it very difficult to write meaning(ul material.

(13) A writing component is likely to be an effec-
tive addition to a4 primary reading program. [n the first
place, the Language Experience approach, which in-
volves considerable written expression, wis an cffective
program of instruction. In addition, programs such as
i.ta. and Phonijc/Linguistic, both of which were relatively
cffective, encourage pupils to write symbols as they
learn to recognize them and to associe them with
sounds. This appears helpful to the pupil in lcarning
sound-symbol relatonships. Furthenmore, it is likely that
writing such common, but irregular, words as the helps
the child commit them to his sight vocabulary.

(1) IUis impossible to assess the relative effective-
ness of programs unless they are used in the same pro-
ject. Project differences are so great, even when pupil
readiness for reading is controlled, that a program uti-
lized in a favored project would demonstrate a distinet
advantage over one used in a less favored project re-
gurdless of the effectiveness of the program.

(15) The refative success of the Nonbasal programs
compured to the basal programs indicates that reading in-
struction can be improved. 1t is likely that improvement
would result from adopting certain elements from cach of
the approaches used in this study. The first step swould
be to determine the elesnents within the various ap-
proaches most important to the success of that program,
For exampile, the i.ta, and Phonic/Linguistic programs,
hoth of which were relatively effective, have in common
a vocabulary controlled on sound-symbol regutarity. in-
troduction of a relatively lurge reading vocabulary, and
emphasis on wriling symbols as a means of learning
thent. It would be interesting to know which of these ele-
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ments, il any, are prinrily responsible for the effective-
ness of the program. Perhaps an instructional program
which incorporated rhe most important elements of all of
the approaches used in the study woutd be a more cffee-
tive method of teaching than any currently in use.

Analysis of trcatment by readiness level

In this section of the analysis, pupils were blocked
in turn according to levels of ability as measured by an
intelligence test, an auditory discrimination test, and a
test of letter knowledge. Interactions between treatments
and each of these readiness measures were examined to
determine whether or not there was a differential treat-
ment effect for pupils of varying levels of readiness.

Sunmary of findings. For four of the five Basal ver-
sus Nonbasal comparisons, there wus no evidence of dif-
ferential reatment effects for various levels of intelli-
genee, auditory discrinmination. or letter knowledge. Very
few, if any, treatment by intelligence, treatment by auci-
tory discrimination, or treatment by letter knowledge in-
teraction effects were found to he significant, This {inding
of no interaction benween treatment and readiness char-
acteristics generafly held trae for the Basal versus i.ta.,
Basal versus Basal plus Phonics, Basal versus Linguistic,
and Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic comparisons.

A somewhat different situation existed for the Basal
versus Language Experience comparison. For this treat-
ment comparison, 4 number of treatment by intelligence,
treatment by auditory discrimination, and treatment by
fetter knowledge interactions were found to be signili-
cant. The interactions resulted from the fact that the least
mature pupils achieved better in a Basal program than in
a Lunguage Experience approach, while more capable
students with respect to these skills profited more from a
Language Experience approach. However, this finding
was tempered by the fact that the low readiness Basal
pupils were generally superior to the low readiness
Language Experience pupils on premeasures other than
the one used for blocking. It was not surprising to find
that they were superior in achievement. On the other
hand. the high readiness Basal pupils were inferior to

the high readiness Language Experience pupils on pre-
measures other than those used for blocking. It is possi-
ble that the treatment by readiness interaction on the
achievement measures was primarily a result of similar
interaction on the premeasures,

Conclusions. With respect to the i.t.a. versus Rasal,
Basal plus Phonics versus Basal, Linguistic versus Basal,
and Phonic/Linguistic versus Basal treatment compar-
isons, the following conclusions can be drawi:

(1) Programis which were superior in the various
Basal versus Nonbasal comparisons tended to be super-
jor across all levels of intelligence. There was no indica-
tion that approaches operated differentially for pupils
with high or low intelligence.

(2) Progams which were superior in the various
Basal versus Not hasal comparisons tended to be supesior
across all levels of auditory discrimination ability. There
was no indication that approaches operated differentially
for pupils with high and low auditory discrimination,

(3) Programs which were superior in the various
Basal versus Nonbasal comparisons tended to be superi-
or across all levels of pre-instructional letter knowledge.
There was no indication that approaches operated differ-
entially for pupils with high or fow ability to recognize
letiers,

(i) There is no basis for using test information of
the nature employed in this analysis to place pupils dif-
ferentially in a Basal program or any other instructional
program wtilized in this investigation. A teacher who is
suceessful with a given instractional program will proba-
bly be successful with that approach for pupils of vary-
ing degrees of readiness and capability.

Conclusions from the Basal versus Language
Experience comparison are less clearcut. There s some
indication that low reacdiness pupils are more successful
in a2 Basal program, while high readiness pupils profit
more from a Language Experience program. However,
this trend must he studied further in light of the fact that
the {inding in this investigation on which the conclusion
is Pased may have resulted from sampling problems.
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APPENDIX ¥

Individual studies of Cooperative Research Program in First-Grade Feading Iastruction

Anerdaluation of three approcaches to teaching read-
e fost grade (Project 2719). Director: Elizabeth Ann
Rordeaus, Goldshore City Schools, Goldshoro, North
Carolina

Tdentified the most effective of three methods of
teachimg reading to first-grade children. Tweney-seven
first-grinde classes in the Goldshoro City Schools were di-
vided into three groups of 9 cach. All three groups used
the North Carolina basal text program—the Scott-
Foresmian series (Robinson et all, 1960-62). Group A,
constdered the control group. used only materials heing
uscd ut the tine the <tdy began. Group B, m addition
to the basal text program, used an intensive phonetic ap-
proce b Group C used both the basal program and the
intensive phonetic approach in addition to a sensory ex-
perience approac.

A sty doepeh of fivst-grade recding (Project
2725 Deator: Jeanne S. Chall, The Ciry College of the
Gty [iversity of New York,

Inv estgdied e effect of interactions on various
compenents of reading achicvement between: (1) the
pribliched readmg progron. (20 the teacher’s implemen-
tation .uid understanding of that program. and (3) the
vanng chunacierisacs ot the pupils.

Children from 12 first-grade classes in socially disad-
vantaged neighborhoods m New York City were subjects.
Foarteen teachers partiapated. including two teachers
Wi replaced tw o others who left during the study. The
teachers were chosen for the sample had indicated their
belicts and practices concerming the teaching of reading in
the first grade on g questionnaire given them prior to the
study The sample of teachers chosen for the study repre-
sented caual numbers of meaning and sound-symbol em-
phasis weachers as well as experienced and inexperienced
tead hers within each cnphasis. Al of the teachers fol-
fowed the reading programs they had used in previous
vears, which were eclectiv basil reader approaches.

Forr teachers were observed once a week: the oth- -

er eight were observed once @ onth for the eight
months” period . Ratngs of teacher charadteristics and
pracices i teaching reading were made for each ob-
served fessong using b Classroom Observation Inventory
constrncwed for the study Inaddition, an interview was
concducted wath cach teacher to oblain more information
abont reading practices and procedures.

The relanonships of the children's inital skills and
Al e prolessed methods used, and the teacher’s
iaple mentation of those methods to the final reading
dchses cment neasures were analvzed

Comparisoit of the basal and the coordinated
language-expericnce approaches in first-grade reading
instruction (Project 2729). Director: Donald L. Cleland,
University of Pittsburgh.

Determined the effects and outcomes of teaching
heginnmg reading to superior pupils from three levels of
social strata by two different methods. Superior pupils
were assigned to 24 classrooms; 12 classes used the basal
reader approach to first-grade reading instruction, and
12 classes used the coordinated language-experience
approach.

Supplementary materials to enrich the program for
superior pupils were used in the group using the basal
reader approach. The coordinated language-experience
approach emphasized oral expression of ideas and uti-
lized the stories told by the children, retaining as aecarly
as possinle the language patterns of the children. Later in
the program, self-selection of reading matersials was per-
mitted and use was made of teacher-made workshects
and programed self-corrective type materials for rein-
forcement of needed skills.

First grade reading instruction using diacritical
marking system. initial teaching alphabet, and basal
reading systent {Project 2745). Director: Edward B. Fry,
Rutgers—The State University.

Comipared three methods of beginning reading in-
struction using 21 first-grade classrooms from theee mid-
dle class suburban school districts in central New Jersey.
Two of the methods under investigation were a diacrit-
ical marking system, developed by the principal investi-
gator, and the Initial Teaching Alphabet—writing sys-
tems which offered greater regularity than the traditional
set of basic reading texts.

The materials used for the Lt.a. group were the
Farly To Read Series (Tanyzer & Mazurkiewicz, 1964).
The diacritical marking system classes used the Sheldon
Readers (Sheldon et al., 1957) with diacritical marks su-
perimposcd on the words. The traditional set of husic
reading texts used was the Sheldon Readers.

A stuey of the relative effectiveness of three methods
of teaching reading in Grade One (Project 20687).
Director: Harry T. Hahn, Ouakland Schools, Pontiac,

M tugan,

Tested the effectiveness of three approaches to
teaching first-grade reading: the language arts approech,
the Initial Teaching Alphabet. and the hasic reader ap-
proach. In the 12 school districts. one classroom wis as-
signed to each of the three approaches. Thus, the study

teontintied)
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APPENDIX I (cont'd.)

Individual studies of Cooperative Research Program in First-Grade Reading Instruction

comprised 36 classrooms in which children were
matched on the bhasis of performance demonstrated in
kindergarten as well as on socioeconomic status.

The language arts approach encouraged individual
expression through a variety of media. After a firm
language-experience relationship was established, a
balance of directed group reading and individualized
reading was included. The i.ra. approach employed ma-
terials prepared for schools in England plus some struc-
tured materials prepared from Initial Teaching Alphabet
Publications, Inc. The basic reader approach used con-
trolled vocabulary and systematic instruction procedures
in basic reading texts and workbooks normally found in
a first-grade classroom.

Comparing reading approdaches in first-grade teach-
ing with disadvantaged children (the CRAFT project}
(Project 2677). Investigators: Albert J. Harris and Blanche
L. Serwer, The Research Foundation of the City
University of New York.

Compared the relative effectiveness of two major
approaches to teaching reading to disadvantaged urban
children: (1) the skills-centered approach, and (2) the
language-experience approach. Each of these was tried
with two variations, making four treatment methods in
all. These four treatment methods were: (1) a skills-
centered mcthod using basal readers, with close adher-
ence to the instructions contained in the teacher's
manuals; (2) a skills-centered method utilizing basal
readers, but substituting the phonovisual method of
teaching word-attack skills for the word-atttack lessons
accompanying the basal reader: (3) a language-experi-
ence method, in which the beginning reading materials
were developed from the oral language of the children;
and (4) a language-experience method with heavy sup-
plementati.n of audiovisual procedures.

Twelve elementary schools. cach with a very high
percentage of Negro children and a minimum of six first-
grade classes, were selected for the study. There was a
random assignment of the four methods to schools, o
me ‘hods to each school.

An attempt to secure additional cridence concern-
ing factors affecting learning to read (Project 2697),
Director: Robert I Flaves. Department of Public
Instruction, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania,

Refined, extended. and strengthened knowledge of
beginning reading by comparing methods and materials
in four approaches. The four progranis and the materials
used were: (1) an eclectie, “whole word™ reading pro-
aram s represented by the Scott-Foresman Company

(Robinson ¢t al., 1900); (2) a "phonic” reading program
as represented hy the 1.B. Lippincott Company
(McCracken & Walcutt, 1963); (3) a combination eclectic,
“whole word-phonic” reading program as represented by
the Scott-Foresman materials (Rohinson et al.. 1960),
supplemented with the Phonics und Word Power
(Johnson ct al., 1964); (4) a language arts approach us-
ing the Initial Teaching Alphabet as a medium, repre-
sented by the i/t/a Publications Inc. (Tanyzer &
Mazurkiewicz, 1963). Ten elementary schools and 20 first
grades were selecred for this study.

Effecis of ar intensive in-seivice program on
teacher’s classroom bebavior and pupil's rouding achicve-
ment (Project 2709). Director: Arthur W. Heilman, The
Pennsylvania State University.

Studied the effects of an intensive in-service pro-
gram on (1) teacher's classroom behavior and ¢ O reading
achievement of pupils tuught by participating teachers.

Thirty first-grade teacners of Williamspont,
Pennsylvania, public schools volunteered for the experi-
ment. Half of the group was selected at random to serve
as the experimental group and the remaining group of
teachers served as the control group.

The teachers in the experimental group (1) attend-
ed and panicipated in a two-week preschool seminar
and (2) attended and participated in 25 two-hour semi-
nar sessions held during the first 30 weeks of the school
vear. The preschool seminar was devoted to examining
research and the implicatior . of research for first-grade
teachers. The weekly meetings were devoted to sharing
teaching techniques and diagnostic procedures.

A comparison between the effect of intensive oral-
aieral Spanish langtiage instruction and intensive oral-
aural English langitage instrction on the reading readi-
ness of Spartish-spealking school beginners in grade one
(Project 2648). Dircctor: Thomas D. Horn, The University
of Texas.

Tested the hvpothesis of no difference among the
cffects of three kinds of oral language instruction on the
reading readiness of Spanish-speaking grade T pupils.
The treatment groups were (1) oral-nurad English inten-
sive language instruction, (2) oral-aural Spanish intensive
language instruction, and (3) no intensive oral-aural lan-
guage instruction.

Twenty-cight chasses were abitrarily assigned 1o one
of the three treatments: nine to oral-aural English, ten to
oral-aural Spanish. and nine to no oral-aural rreatment.

fcontiniecd)
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APPENDIX I (cont’d.)

Individual studies of Cooperative Research Program in First-Grade Reading Instruction

The first method involved intensive oral-aural
English instruction 1 hour each dayv—30 minutes by
demonstrator and 30 minutes by teacher. The second
method concentrated on oral-auial Spanish intensive in-
struction 1 hour per day with the same division of time.
Each of these instruction methods was used in place of
the usual 1 hour prercadiness instruction. The third
group, considered the control group, received no inten-
sive oral-aural instruction.

A comparative stidy of tiwo first grade language
arts programs (Project 2576). Director: William M.
Kendrick. Department of Education, San Diego County.
San Diego. California.

Determined the relative effectivencss of the experi-
cnce approach o the teaching of the language arts, as
compared with the traditional method. Four areas of lan-
guage arts wer~ separately measured: reading, writing,
listening. and speaking. In addition, an index of devel-
opment in reading interest was taken and pupil attitude
toward reading was determined.

The experience approach used the language and
thinking of individual children as the basis for skill de-
velopment. The traditional method group adhered very
closely to the teacher's manual for each reader in the
Ginn Series (Ousley & Russell, 1964) as a guide to in-
structional procedures. Fifty-four teachers. 27 for each
treatment group, participated in the study. The pupil
population of the study came from +1 clementary
schools of 17 school districts located in various parts of
San Diego County.

An experimental study of the group versus one-to-
one instrictional relationship in first grade basal reading
programs (Project 2674). Director: James B. MacDonald,
University of Wisconsin.

Compared the effects of ability grouping with a
onc-to-nne instructional relationship in beginning read-
ing instruction. Seventeern: classrooms, seven experimen-
tal and ten control, were involved in the project.

After the usual readiness prograin was completed,
one group instituted 4 one-to-one relationship, while the
other used ability grouping. Both groups employed typi-
cal basal materials.

Lralyation of level designed visual-auditory aned re-
leted writing methods of reading instriction in grade one
(Project 2650). Director: John C. Manning, Fresno State
College.

Computred the effectiveness of nuterials and tech-
niques which were programed at various ability levels
on pupil reading achicevement in grade 1. Thirty-six

classes in all were utilized with 13, 12, and 11 class-
rooms in treatment groups 1, 1, and 11, respectively.

In the first treatment group, the teacher's manual
accompanying the Ginn Basic Reading Series (Ousley &
Russell, 1964) was used to develop the instructional ma-
terials. With the second group, basic visual and auditory
discrimination skills in letter knowledge, word recogni-
tion, word meaning, and word analysis were stressed
and subsequent reading instruction was programed in a
levels design using the Ginn Series for vocabulary and
storv content only. In addition to the basic reading pro-
gram used with the second group, written language pro-
cedures were used with the third group. A 10-level de-
sign allowing for maximum leamning rate differences was
followed in the latter group.

A comparative study of reading achievement under
three types of reading systems at the first grade level
(Project 2659). Director: Sister M. Marita, Marquette
University.

Compared (1) a basal approuach, using three to five
groups within a class; (2) an individualized approach in
which sight vocabulary is built through experience charts
and reading proceeds through self-selection of books
and individual conferences with the teacher; and (3) an
experimental approach which was a modification and
combination of the language-experience and the basal
approaches. In the experimental approach. individual
differences were provided for through independent
reading, more intensive instruction when needed, and
other enrichment activities. The sample was composed
of 30 classes from the Milwaukee suburban public
schools. Ten classes were used for cach of the three sys-
tems under investigation.

First grade reading using modified co-basal versus
the inttial teaching alphabet (Project 2670). Director:
Albert |. Mazurkiewicz, Lehigh University.

Compured reading achievement of two matched
groups at the end of first grade. Both groups used the
language ans approach: one used co-basal materials
printed in traditional orthography, while the other used
the Initial Teaching Alphabet materials. The study includ-
ed 30 first-grade classrooms divided into two groups of
15 classes, each matched on the basis of intelligence.

The hypothesis tested was that method. rather than
miedium, is responsible for the differences in reading
achievement and that, if method is controlled, no signifi-
cant differences in reading achievement would be found.

(continted)
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A study of approaches to first gracle English reacing
instruction for children from Spanish-speaking bomes
(Project 2734). Director: Roy McCanne, Colorado State
Department of Education.

Tested the hypothesis that there is no difference in
achievement in reading English in {irst grade between
pupils who speak Spanish at home and are taught by a
conventional English readiness and basal reader ap-
proach, those who are taught by a modified TESL
(Teaching English as a Second Language) approach. and
those who are taught by a language-experience ap-
proach. The project also provided and organized data to
aid in determining a specific sequence of skills that is ap-
propriute [or first-grade children {rom Spanish-speaking
homes who are learning to read in English, and identified
appropriate materials and techniques for teaching these
skills in a culturally integrated first-grade classtroom.

Subjects in this study were noamigrant first-grade
children. Their classrooms were culturally integrated,
containing 12 to 20 children from Spanish-speaking
homes plus children from English-speaking homes. Total
class sizes ranged from 25 to 30 pupils.

A study of tiwo inethods of reacling supervision
(Project 2706). Director: Katherine A, Morrill, University
of Hartford.

Determined the feasibility of improving the reading
achievement of first-grade children by a change in the
role of the reading consultant in work with teachers.
Two methods of consultant help were used. One
method was that of a typical consultant role on a one-to-
one basis in which the consultant served teachers on re-
quest from the teachers directly or from the building
principal. The other method was that of a consultant role
designed to foster teacher interaction. In this method,
the consultant brought together teachers with the conmy-
mon problem of first-grade reading instruction to share
methods. materials, procedures, problems, and ideas in
schedul -d meetings on released time. It was hoped that
the interaction would result in more knowledgeable and
more skilled teachers as evidenced by the greater
achievement of their pupils and that the study would
show that 2 consultant can serve several teachers at a
time in a limited number of sessions, thus increasing her
effectiveness beyond that when she works on a one-to-
one hasis.

The total first-grade population of 10 clementary
schools in Wallinglord. Connecticut. comprising 35 first-
grade classrooms with a like number of teachers, was
utilized in the study. Seventeen teachers were exposced

to the usual consultant procedure, and 18 teachers were
released for one-half day twice a month for a series of
meetings with the reading consultant and the other
teachers in this group.

Reading achievement in relation to growth in per-
ception of word elements in three lypes of beginning read-
ing instruction (Project 2675). Director: [Helen A.
Murphy, Boston University.

Examined (1) the relation of perception of word el-
emznts to sight vocabulary growth, (2) the effect of early
teaching of a speech-based phonics progrant on reading
achievement, and (3) the value of a writing emphasis in
the speech-based phonics program.

Three different reading programs were included in
the study; each was used in 10 first-grade classrooms.
One group followed the “gradual phonics approach”
found in the Scott-Foresman (Robinson et al., 1960-62)
readers and workbooks. A second group followed the
systematic Speech-to-Print Phonics with a visual word
study. The third group also used the Speech-to-Print
Phonics with an emphasis on svriting responses.

The 30 classreoms involved were located in three
industrial cities. Five classrooms from each of two com-
munities comprised the population for Treatment A: 5
other classrooms from each of the same two communi-
ties comprised Treatment B; and 10 classrooms from a
third community furnished the population for Treatment
C. Care was taken to include at least three clussrooms in
each treatment group ir “culturally deprived” areas.

Eraluction of three methods of teaching first grade
reading to childven lizely to bave difficudty with reading
(Project 2702). Director: Olive S. Niles, Springfield Public
Schools, Massachusetts Department of Education, Boston.

Determined whether first-grade children who have
been identified by a series of tests as likely to have
greater than usual problems in learning to read could be
helped most effectively by (1) using the regular basal
program which is used by all other children in their
classroon, (2) using the regular basal program together
with remedial teacher time assigned to sepve the class of
which they are a part, (3) using materials other than the
regular basal progrant which is used by the other chil-
dren in the class, or (4) using a combination of remedial
teacher time and materials other than the regular basal
prograni.

One group had a supplementary remedial teacher.
The remedial teacher worked with the regular classroom
teacher, giving special attention to children in the poten-

tcontined)
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tial probleni group. Regular basal readers were used.
Another group wis provided with special materials for the
potential problem group. The children were given thor-
ough instruction with a set of readiness materials. When
they achieved success with these, they were purt into
libranv-tvpe or trade books rather than basal readers. The
third group was provided with both the additional teacher
time and the use of the special materials. The fourth
group was the control group. No changes were made in
procedures and the regular basal program was used.

The effect of different approaches of initial instric-
tion on the reading achieveinent of a selected group of
Sfirst-grade children (Project 2698). Director: Hale C. Reid,
Cedar Rupids Public Schools, State {niversity of towa,

Compared seven methods of teaching reading to
the low reading group in 45 classrooms. In each class-
room. an average of eight pupils were in the lowest

cading group. The seven methods were: (1) a lunguage
methad involving reading. writing, listening, and speak-
ing: (2) a method involving recognition of letters and
their sounds and the use of context clues: (3) a func-
tional approach built around casy-to-read books; ()
Skills Development Method; (3) a combination of
Method 1, language. and Method 2. letier sounds: (6) 2
combination of Mcthod 1, langauge. and Method 3. liter-
ature: (7) a combination of Method 1. fanguage. and
Method -+ Skills Development.

The effect of four prograims of reading instruction
with rarving empbasis on the regularity of grapheme-
phonenie correspondences and the relation of langnage
structure to meaning on achicrement in first grade recaed-
ing (Project 2099). Director: Rober B Ruddell, University
of California. Berkeley,

[nvestigated the effect on word recognition and
reading comprehension of published and speciatly pre-
pared reading programs vasying in the degree of regular-
ity of grapheme-phoneme correspondences programed
into the vocabulary presented and the emphasis on lan-
guage structure as rekited to meaning.

Pupils in 2+ classrooms ook part in the study of
four reading programs: (1) a program which used a basal
reading series with Hittle provision for emphasis on lan-
guage structure as related to meaning: (2) a program
which used a set of programed reading materials with vo-
cabulary utilizing consistent grapheme-phoneme corre-
spondences 1o high degree, but placing litle emphasis
on fanguage structnre as related to meaning; (331 pro-
gram which used a basal reading series (same as 1 above)
supplemented by materials designed to build an aware-

ness and understanding of language structure as related to
meaning; and (4) a program which used a set of pro-
gramed reading materials (saime as 2 above) supplement-
ed by materials designed to build an awareness and un-
derstanding of language structure as related to meaning.

A secondary consideration of the investigation was
the study of the relation of selected language and back-
ground variables to reading achievement in each of the
four programs.

Comparison of reading achievement of first grade
children taught by a lingiistic approach and u basal
reaeler approach (Project 2666). Director: J. Wesley
Schnever. University of Pennsylvania.

Compared the reading achievement of first-grade
children taught by the Fries linguistic approach with that
of children taught by a basal reader approach. Each
group consisted of 12 classes: four of above average, four
of average, and four of below average intelligence levels.

The two methods differ in the amount of emphasis
given to word discrimination and word meaning. The
linguistic approach places emphasis upon the word dis-
crimination principle. which is based upon a mastery of
sound-symbal relationships of spoken language as ex-
pressed in spelling patterns. The objective of this ap-
proach is 1o develop an automatic response and a rapid
recognition on the part of the reader to the words in var-
ious major spelling patterns. Irregular or nonpatterned
words are learned as sight words.

The basal reader places heavy initial emphasis
upon meaning. Attention is focused upon regularity of
the meaning-frequency-repetition principle. rather than
upon regularity of the sound-symbol relationship.

Effect of first-grade in-truction ising basal readers.
modificd linguistic materials and linguistic readers
(Project 2083). Director: William D. Sheldon, Syvracuse
University.

Compured the reading achievements of childien
taught by three methods of instruction. Twenty-one
classrooms were divided among the three methods.

One group used a basal reading program, concen-
trating on direct small group instruction on children’s
ability levels at a rate commensurate with their ability to
learn. Anothe  group used maodified linguistic instruction
consisting of materials published by the Singer Company
(stern et al., 1963). The series of books progresses in dif-
ficulty so that it is possible for teachers to group children
for instruction. The third group used the linguistic ap-
proach consisting of the Barnhart-Bloomfield Lingustic
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Readers (Bloomfield & Barnhart, 1963). A library of 100
easy-to-read books was installed within each classroom
and children were given the opportunity to practice their
reading skills using these materials for 30 minutes cach
day. The lowest third of cuch class was presented
listening-viewing activities with equipment from a center
consisting of a tape recorder, a record player, and a film-
strip projector.

A study of a longitudinal first grade reading readi-
ness prugram (Projeci 2742). Director: George D. Spache,
Florida State Department of Education. Tallahassee.

Determined the effect of an intensified and extend-
ed reading readiness program upon first-grade reading
achievement. The “intensified and extended readiness
program” consisted of a plan of instruction which uti-
lized materials that would theoretically contribute to the
development of auditory discrimination, visual discrimi-
nation, and auditory language ability, and which delayed
the introduction into formal reading of pupils in the sec-
ongd, third, and fourth quarters of the readiness achieve-
ment distributions for periods of approximately 2, 4. and
6 months, respectively.

The design of the study provided for the inclusion
of all first-gracle pupils in two schools (one white and
one Negro) in each of eight Florida county school sys-
tems. Of these. the eight schools in four counties served
as experimental schools and the eight schools in the oth-
er four counties served as comparison schools and were
designated as control schools.

Individualized reading versus a basal reader pro-
gram at first grade level in rural communities (Project
2G73). Director: Doris U. Spencer. Johnson State College.
Vermont.

Compured the effectiveness of an individualized
reading method designed to meet the needs and chal-
lenge the abilities of first-grade pupils with the basal
reader method. Twenty-two ieachers were selected on
the basis of supervisor's ratings, interest in the project,
education, and experience to participate in the project.
Twelve elected to teach by the individualized plan and
10 chose to follow the Scott-Foresman Basal Reader pro-
gram (Robinson et al., 1960-62).

The individualized method was based on the
premise that the reading program becomes more effec-
tive as individual needs are determined and instruction is
concentrated at points of weakness, The instructional
program was divided into two parts: an intensive system-
atic phonetic instruction and a motivated varied program
of story reading. This method differs front the popular

concept of individualized reading as a program of self-
selected story reading unsupported by systematic instruc-
tion on word skills and comprehension.

Effectiveness of a language arts and basic reader
approach to first grade reading (Project 2679). Director:
Russell G. Stauffer. University of Delaware.

Compared the cffects of a language arts approach
and a basic reader approach to ieaching reading. The
language arts approach utilized the children’s oral lan-
guage facility to develop an initial reading vocabulary
and initial word attack skills, as well as group-type read-
ing instruction in basic readers and individualized read-
ing instruction using trade books. The hasic reader ap-
proach utiiized basic reaclers. skill books, and teachers’
manuals designed to develop and nmaintain a reading vo-
cabulary and word attack skills.

The sanmiple was comprised of 20 first-grade class-
rooms: 10 used the language arts approach; 10 used the
basic readers.

A comparison of the effectiveness of three different
basal reading systems on the reading achievements of
Sirst grade children (Project 2720). Director: Harold J.
Tanyzer, Hofstra University.

Compared the effectiveness of three basal reading
systems: (1) a basal series with intensive emphasis upon
phonics, (2) a busal reading program by Mazurkiewicz
and Tanyzer utilizing the Initial Teaching Alphabet, and
(3) a regular basal reading series which utilizes un eclec-
tic approach. The study included 26 classrooms from
three school districts on Long Tsland, New York. The
children were divided not only by sex, but also by intel-
ligence, to determine whether any of the basal systems
have u differential effect, and whether they prove more
successful with males than females or more successful
with children of high. average, or low intelligence.

Reading achievements of first grede boys versus first
grade girls using two approaches: a linguistic approach
and a basal reader approach with bhoys™ and girls’ groups
separately (Project 2735). Director: Nita M. Wyatt,
University of Kansas.

Investigated (1) whether first-grade boys would
make greater gains in reading achievement through the
use of materials based on a linguistic approach than they
would through the use of basal readers based on the fre-
quency of word usage, (2) whether first-grade boys
would make greater gains if they were grouped on the
basis of sex and ability rather than if they were grouped
on ability alone witlt no regard for sex. and ¢3) whether

tcontinued)
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girls would make greater gains under each of the ap-
proaches studied than would boys.

Two experimental groups and one control group,
each consisting of 10 first-grade classes, were organized.
Children from 3 clementary school districts were chosen
to constitute the sample of 633 subjects.

In one experimernital group, children in 10 classes
were grouped by sex as well as by ability for reading in-
struction. In this group, bright boys used the Houghton-
Mifflin basal readers (McKee et al., 1960), while other
boys used either Houghton-Mifflin or Ginn (Ousley &
Russell, 1964) readers. Girls read the Scott-Foresman
(Robinson et al.. 1962) materials and any other supple-

mentary materials available except those published by
Houghton-Mifflin or Ginn.

With the children in the second group of 10 class-
rooms, a linguistic approach to reading was used. The
basal progran consisted of Book I of the Royal Road
Readers (Diack & Daniels, 1960) published by Chatto
and Windus of London, the preprimers of the Harper &
Row Linguistic-Science Readers (Stratemeyer & Smith,
1963). and the Primer and Level 1~1 and 1-2 books of
the Basic Reading Series (McCracken & Walcutt, 1963)
published by the Lippincott Company.

The third group used materials published by Scott-
Foresman, Ginn, and Houghton-Mifflin.

APPENDIX II

Instructios 21 materials

BEiTs, EAL, & WELCH, Carowlys M. Beits basal read-
ers. (3rd ed.) New York: American Book -ompany, 1963.

BLoosriely, L. & BarxuarT, C.L. Lef 5 read. Detroit:
Wayne State University Press. 1961,

Brenasan, Cystina D. Programmed reading. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1963,

Buaipass, Fay L. We learn English serivs. New York:
American Book Company, 1963,

Diack, H., & Daxigss. 1.C. The royal road readers.
London: Chatto & Windus, 1960,

DoOWNING, J.A. Dowening readers. London: Initial
Teaching Publishing Compuny, 1963.

Fries, C.AL BT AL, A basic reading series developed
upon linguistic principles. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill,
1963-65.

JOHNSON, ELEANOR, M., SINGLETON, C., & WONSWAGE,
EtaINE, PPhonics and word power. Program 1. Columbus:
American Education Publications, 190+,

MCCRACKEN, G.. & Warctrr, C.C. Busic reading.
New York: [B. Lippincott. 1963.

McKee, P., €T AL Reading for meaning. (4th Ed.)
Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1966.

Mureny, Heten, & Dureere, D Speech to print phoi-
ics. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World. 1965.

Ousiey, OpILLE, & RusseLy, D.H. Ginn basic readers.
(Revised ed.) Boston: Ginn & Co., 1964,

Rosinsox, HELEN M., MONROE, MARION, ARTLEY, A.S..
& Greer, W.C. The new basic readers. Chicago: Scott-
Foresman, 1960-62.

SHELDON. W.D., 1T AL Sheldon basic readers. New
York: Allyn & Bacon, 1957.

STERN. CATHERINE, ET AL, Striectiral reading series.
Syracuse, New York: LW, Singer, 1963.

STRATEMEYER, CLaARA, & Saumi, H.L., Jr. The linguistic
science readers. Evanston. Ilinois: Harper and Row, 1963.

Tanvzir, H.I.. & Mazurkiewicz, AJ. Early to read
ita. program. New York: i t-a Publications, 1964,
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Intelligence Test
Pintner-Cunnivigham prinan test. form A. (General

ability tests, revised) R. Pintner, et al. New York: Harcoun,

Brace and Xorld, 19406.

Readiness Tests

Metropolitan readiness tests. Gertrude Hildreth, ct
al. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1904,

Murphy-Durrell diagnostic reading readiness test,
H. Murphy & D. Durrell, New York: Harcourt, Brace and
World, 1964.

Thurstone patiern copying wst. Thelma G.
Thursione. U'uprblishecd. University of North Carolina.

Ideiiical forins test. L1 Thurstone & TUE, Jeftrey.
Chapel Hill: Psychometric Laboratory, University of North
Carolina, 1936.

Reading Achievement Tests

Detroit word recognition test. Eliza I Ogelshy. New

York: Harcourt. Brace and World. 1953,
Craates word promuiciation fest. Al Gates. Adapred

for the ULS. Office of Education Stud es from the Gates
Reading Diagnostic Tests. New Yo «: Bureau of
Publications, Teachers Coliege, Columbia University, 1942.

Gilmore oral yeading test, form A. ).U. Gilmore. New
York: Harcount, Brace and World, 1951.

Phoneticadly vegrdar words oral reading test. B
Fry. Designed for the U.S. Office of Education Studices,
New Brunswick, NoJ.: Rutgers University. 1964

Stanford achievement test, priman: I level. form X.
K.L. Truman, et al. New York: Harcourt. Brace and
World, 196+,

Reading Inventories

A inventory of reading attitudes. Monograph, no,
4. San Diego County. Department of Education, Reading
Study Project Committee, 1961,

Teacher inrentory of approaches to the teaching of
reading. Monograph, no. 3. San Diego County. Depart-
ment of Education, Reading Study Project Committee,
1961.
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The First-Grade Studies:

A personal reflection

tis a special privilege for me to comment on the

First-Grade Studies during our commemoration of

the 30th anniversary of their publication. They have

a special place in my memory and my personal his-
tory, for it was during the early years of my graduate
study at the University of Minnesota that Bond and
Dykstra were completing the final stages of data analysis
and manuscript development for the Cooperative
Research Program in First-Grade Reading.

Remembrances of things past

Several images of those times and the people asso-
ciated with the studies feap readily to mind.

¢ Most vivid is the image of my fellow graduate
student, John Litcher (now in the School of Education at
Wake Forest University), trudging across the wintry
Minnesota landscape with, quite literally, boxes of punch
cards to feed into our state-of-the-art CDC computer.
That computer. which occupied a space the size of two
ordinary college classrooms, served the computing
needs of the entire research community vn campus with
roughly the computing power of the typical 486 machine
that now sits atop the computer table in our oftices.
Somehow, we managed, but not without many trips
across that wintry landscape.

¢ Another image—the day the first batch of final re-
ports (on which the 1967 RRQ article was hased) arrived
at Bob Dykstra's office. What was so special was the
sense of excilement that we all felt as graduate students—
as if we were in possession of privileged information, as if
we had the inside scoop on a major professional secret.
And we did, for a few days at least. It was also the first
occasion on which T met Guy Bond (who, | learned later,
had reviewed my application to graduate school),

¢ Graduate seminars in which we examined the
First-Grade Studies in juxtaposition with Jeanne Chall's
newly released book. Learning to Read: The Great
Debate (1967), and some of the interpretive pieces writ-
ten in the wake of the momentous report. Of particular
interest among us was the question of whether the
Studies did show that code-emphasis approaches were
superior to meaning-emphasis approaches in promoting
reading achievenent.

» Frequent discussions with john Manning, my ad-
visor and a principal investigator for one of the 27 indi-
vidual tirst-grade studies, about the nature of beginning
reacling instruction, the early reading program that he
had put together in Clovis, California, and how the statis-
tical practice of analysis of covariance had obscured the
positive impact of his kindergarten intervention program
on first-gracde reading achievement. You see, a major
component of John's inlervention was an intensive readi-
ness program in kindergarten in which kids learned let-
ter names and sounds as a part of a larger program to
promote attention and persistence, the assumption being
that if students can acquire these dispositions, they can
learn in large classrooms in which group instruction re-
quires vicarious learning. Of course, this treatment effect
for students in his experimental group was wiped out
when the analysis of covariance was conducted. The
data on p. 65 of the original text/p. 39 in this volume
corroborate John's concern.

Two different worlds

Enough of reminiscence. My task in this retrospec-
tive is to examine the First-Grade Studies from the lens
of literacy research at the fin de siécle, and to ask what
they can teach us today. To examine what they might
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teach us, we must first acknowiedge just how different
our world of reading research is now from the world in
which Guy Bond and Rober Dykstra unalyzed the data
and wrote the text for the First-Grade Studies, We were
on the cusp of several revolutions. Dick Venezky had
just shown us that English orthography, when examined
from a nuanced linguistic (morphophonemic) perspec-
tive, was uncommonly predictable. Ken Goodman was
putting the final editorial touches on Linguistic Cues and
Miscues in Keading as he began his quest to convince us
all that reading is fundamentally a language process. Bob
Ruddell and Harry Singer were probably planning the
1968 institute that would lead to the first publication of
Theoretical Models and Processes of Reading. Psycho-
linguistics was emerging as a ficld, as was sociolinguis-
tics, through the work of scholars such as William Labov,
Joan Baratz, and Roger Shuy, who were using it as a lens
for examining the role of dialect in learming to read, We
were still nearly a decade away from the cognitive revo-
lution. Postmodernism. constructivism, feminism, and
critical theory, while surely alive .nd well in well-tended
intellectual plots, were still almost 2 decades away from
exenting a major influence on mainstream thinking about
reading processes or practices.

Despite these rumblings from our sibling disci-
plines, it was fair to conclude, in 1967, that researchers
and practitiogers viewed reading as fundamentally a per-
ceptual process. Whether we supported phonics, linguis-
ric approaches, initial teaching alphabet G.ta.), or
look-say as the most appropriate approach to beginning
reading, the common view of most (by no means al)
educuators was that the job in reading was to wrn sym-
hols into sounds in order to get the words right and. in
so doing. receive the meaning set down by the author. 1
belabor this point about theoretical contexts and trends
50 that modern readers of this remarkable inquiry can
judge its worth as an intellectual endeavor from the per-
spective of the theoretical constructs that prevailed in the
late 10060s.

The legacy of the First-Grade Studies

so what can we learn from this 30-vear-old docu-
ment? How does it speak to issues, concerns, and ques-
tions faced by tl - current generation of reading
educators?

Learning about the efficacy of early reading
instruction

If the only document you read is the 1967 RRQ) ver-
sion of the First-Grade Studies, the most plausible conclu-
sion about the most effective approach to teaching
beginning reading is, “Tt all depends.” Across sites and

projects, the variability is remarkable; as Bond and
Dykstra conclude. “Reading programs are not equally ef-
fective in all situations.” Statistically. this means that there
were i fair number of project-by-treatment interactions: A
treatment that rosc to the top in one project (project
equals site) may have achieved poor results in a second.

The second conclusion that you (as well as Bond
and Dykstra) would draw is that pretty much any alierna-
tive (basal plus phonics, phonics-first, linguistic, special
orthography. or language experience) was, on balance,
superior to the whipping boy of the First-Grade Swudies,
the conventional look-say basals popular in the carly
1960s, In fact. Bond ard Dykstra use this finding to sup-
port two interesting conclusions: (2) that combination ap-
proaches are supcerior to single approaches, and () that
reading instruction is amenable to improvement (appar-
ently on the assumption that basals represent the conven-
tional wisdom that stands in need of improvement).

You would not conclude from the 1967 RRQ report
that code-emphasis approaches were superior o mean-
ing-emphasis approaches. Even though both the phonics
plus basal and the phonics first (dubbed phonic-linguistic)
approaches consistently clicited higher comprehension
and word reading scores than hasal approaches, Bond
and Dykstra avoided the conclusion. In a later article in
which he compared Chall's (1967) conclusions with the
span of first- und second-grade results from th - First-
Grade Studies, Dykstra (19684) concluded. “Data from the
Cooperative Research Program in First-Grade Reading
Instruction tend to support Chall's conclusion that code-
emphasis programs produce better os erall primary grade
reading and spelling achievement than meaning-cmphasis
programs” (p. 21).

One of the most consistent findings in the Studies
(also replicated in the second-grade fotlow-up) is the sin-
gular absence of aptitude-by-treatment interactions. With
the exception of the Language Experience analysis (in
which, depending on the site. LEA proved uniquely suit-
able to either high- or low-aptitude students), there were
no indications that methods were consistently effective
with subgroups of students identifiable by various ap-
tude indices {e.g., intelligence, letter-name knowledge, or
phoneme knowledge). The commonsense homily about
low-aptitude students needing the structure and guidance
of an explicit phonics-first approuach received no support
from any of these analyses. Where phonics worked well,
it worked well for all students; conversely, when it
worked poorly, it worked poorly for all,

Learning about contextual variables

As 4 part of the data-collection process, informa-
tion was gathered about teacher and classroom variables
tteacher expetience, clss size. ete). While few of these
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variables sliowed much relationship o student achieve-
ment (they tended o correlate in the .2 1o .4 range), an-
other contextual variable, project, emerged as a powerful
factor in explaining student differences. While project
was mentioned in the reports of both the first- and sec-
ond-grade analyses, it was extensively analyzed only in
the full version of the second-grade extension of the
studies. in which Dykstra (1967) compared the means
for each instance of a method across projects. A com-
mon {inding was that the mean for the lowest perform-
ing method in Project X was often as high as or even
higher than the highest performing method in Project Y.
Even controlling for a wide range of individual differ-
ence variables, there was apparently something abour a
particular project that elicited high (or low) performance
for all students regardless of method. This sort of finding
led Dykstra to conclude that future research needed o
focus on site-based varkiion in order to learn what it
was about the cudtire of a site thar led to such consis-
tently exceptional performance. Fis recommendation
presages our current preoccupation for examining in-
struction and leaming with a sitirated lens.

Learning about the practice of research

There is a great deal o learn about the practical
concerns of conducting research, especially in setiings in
which many individuals are involved.

1. Other things being equial, include multiple mea-
sures of any important phoromenon. Clearly the prinei-
pal investigators of the 27 individual studies thought it
important to include multiple measures, although they
have many more measures of word reading than of com-
prehension, [t should also he mentioned that writing
saniples were included in the original design, but were
not included in the final analvsis (apparently out of con-
cern for stundardization of adiministration and concerns
about scoring reliahility). The exclusion of writing sam-
ples was a real disadvantage for the Lua, reatments.
One of the serendipitaus findings of some of the specific
i.ra. analysis was that when kids were equipped with a
transparent orthography that was comipletely under their
control, they became earless writers, producing a great
deal of ext. One is reminded ol the remarkable fluency
of students in todav's clissro ms when they are encour-
aged to use invented spellings (e.g., Clarke, 1989).

2. Sometimes findding an appropriate control group
requiires a bit of imagination. Given the variety of inter-
ests brought to the table by the 27 principal investiga-
tors, it is trulv amazing that they were able to settle on
any common notion of a coatrol group. The idea of us-
ing & garden varicly basal, which according to research
of the time wis used by 95" of all schools in the United
States, was i hrilliant compronuse. Granted, it did not al-

low for comparisons among the various innovative pro-
cedures, but it dearly allowed for a common benchmark
and for some interesting cross-site analysis. The premise
that ali basals are created equal (and therefore constitute
a common basis for comparison) does require a stretch
but, given what we know of basal production at the
time, it is probably not a far-fetched assumption.

3. The appropriate unit for stutistical analysis de-
pends upon the question one wants to answer. For the
corretational analysis, Bond and Dykstra used the scares
of mdividual students as the basic unit of analysis, a
practice that fits the predicive nature of the question
(predictions are about individuals, not classes). But for
the comparison of methods and the method by treat-
ment interaction analyses, class means (actually the sep-
arate means for boys and girls—so that gender could be
included in the analysis) were used. Again, they fit the
question and the situation; the method was applied si-
multancously o all miembers of a class.

4. Novelty can dffect findings. Both the classic
Hawthorne effect (all the groups do better because they
are in a studv) and the more selective novelty effect (the
experimental groups do better because they get privi-
leged treatnent in comparison to controls) can compro-
misc findings in experimental studies. While attempts
were made to control for novelty (e.g.. making sure that
even the lowly basal teachers received an equal amount
of inservice training), it is hard to imagine the same feel-
ing of newness and excitement among teachers who are
part of a business-as-usual treaumen:. While Bond and
Dykstra did not mention this possibility. other commen-
tators on First-Grade Studies did (e.g., Sipay, 1968; sce
also Southgute, 1966).

5. Treatmoent fidelity is a common problem in laiye-
scale research. In the limitations section of the second-
grade extension (1968h). Dykstra explicitly mentioned the
problem of v atment fidelity across sites: What was called
a linguistic approach in Project X might he quite different
from a linguistic approach in Project Y. (Curiously, there
is no limitations section in the RRQ version of the First-
Grade summary.) Equally problematic was ensuring the fi-
delity of treatments within projects. While every atempt
was made to ensure fidelity, teachers occasionally applied
their own standards 1o a method in order to make it fit
their own philosophy and professional practice. (Dykstra
Ipersonal communication. 1968] tells a story about visiting
a remote Language Experience site as a part of his moni-
toring role and finding the teacher engaged in a lesson
from a commercial phonics workbook. When queried
about the practice, she replied, “Well, this Language stuff
is very interesting and the students really like it, but, you
know, they need their phonics....” T am reminded of the
incredible variation in what gaes on in the name of whole
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language in today’s instructional milieu. T am also remind-
ed of the highly eclectic tendencies of the teachers nomi-
nated as outstanding in Pressley's 1996 work on
exemplary teachers.) OF course, the larger the study, the
greater the threats to fidelity. (An alternative argument is
that if effects survive the probable treatment infideliry that
is likely to oceur in large-scale instructional work, then
they must be truly robust!)

6. Occasionally technical standuards must be com-
promised forihe sake of credibility and utility. In several
situations, such compromises can be seen in the First-
Grade Studies, but they are not bothersome. To the con-
trary, they permit more careful and considered inspection
of findings across the different analyses. For example, in
the guidelines for analysis (pp. 47-49/p. 28), u logic is
put forwvard that IF and ONLY IF project-hy-treatment in-
teractions emerge will separate analyses be conducted for
treatments within each of the projects. In truth, the
within-projects analysis was conducted regardless of
whether project-by-treatment interactions appeared. In
another example, parsimony would dictate that a single
model for analysis of covariance he selected (e.g., cither
all of the covariates or only those most likely 1o control
for relevant pre-experimental variation), As it urned out,
both a full and a minimal set of covariates were used in
all of the analyses. For the reader who wishes to make
some of his or her own eyeball comparisons, it is most
useful to have the full set of analyses, quite irrespective
of whether they are technically appropriate.

Learning some lessons to guide our future research

A common, but usually implicit, standard for evalu-
ating the legacy of a piece of research is whether it gen-
erates additional studies on the issue, topic, or question.
By that standard. the First-Grade Studies were a dismal
failure, for they (in conjunction with Chall’s book)
marked the end of methodological comparisons in re-
search on beginning reading (at least until the 1990s).
Dykstra (1968h) recognized and championed this un-
common legacy:

One of the mostimportant implications of this study is
that future research should center on teacher and learning
situation characteristics rather than method and materials.
The extensive range of clissrooms within any given
method points out the importance of elements in the
learning situation over and above the materials em-
ployed... The elements of the learning situation atteibui-
able to teachers, clusstooms, schools, and school systenis
cre obviously extremcdy important. Reding instruction is
mor< likely to improve as a result of improved selection
and raining of teachers. improved in-service training pro-
graris, and improved school leaming climates, rather than
from minor changes in instructional materials. (p. 60)

By the way, in the aggregate, the principal investi-
gators (see the Appendix of the reprint of the First-Grade
Studies in this volume) involved in the larger set of First-
Grade Studies understood the need to move beyond the
racehorse mentality. Chall, for example, conducted an
intensive study of the instructional practices used by
committed code-emphasis and meaning-emphasis teach-
ers (foreshadowing our current emiphases on under-
standing effective practice). Heileman studied the impact
ol alternative models of inservice training (also foreshad-
owing our modern commitment 1o the idea that the pay-
off for teacher learning is student learning), and Morrill
studied the impact of one-on-one versus group (learing
community?) approuaches to teacher supervision. And
Horn anticipated our current debates over bilingual pro-
grams by comparing intensive aural-oral programs in
English versus Spanish for students speaking Spanish as
a first language.

As it turned out, Bond and Dykstra were prophetic
in suggesting an end to methods research. By the early
1970s. we had declared a moratorium on racehorse stud-
ies, we had begun the process of changing basals in
keeping with the conclusions reached by Jeanne Chall
(1967) (and supported. at least in the minds of many, by
the First-Grade Studies), and we wirned our intellectual
attention to new issues, new perspectives, and new dis-
ciplines—psycholinguistics. cognitive science. theories
and models of the reading process—that lay in wait just
beyond the horizon, poised to capture our hearts and
minds as 1 profession. Only recently, driven by politics
and alarmist interpretations of test scores and fueled by
new sources of funding from outside the educational re-
scarch industry (Lyon & Chhabra, 1996), have we re-
turned to the question of the best method of teaching
beginning reading. The fact that the most recent request
for proposals for a naticnal reading center requires an
emphasis on early reading indicates that we have pretty
much come full circle, back to the issues and questions
that prompted us as a profession to undertake the First-
Grade Studies some 35 years ago. But, as [ indicated at
the outset, we are at a very different time and place than
we were when all of this began. We have new tools and
new lenses for asking and answering questions of teach-
ing and learning.

Even though our world on the cusp of the 21st
century is very different, T do hope that we can recover
one of the mast endearing and important qualities of the
era—the model that guided the cooperative part of the
endeavor. T think it is a good model for literacy rescearch
in a postmodern world. :

Like most madels, it has a historical antecedent.
When 1 first encountered the First-Grade Studies, 1 was
immediately reminded of @ metaphor stolen from that
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decidedly premodern thinker, the renown British roman-
ticist. philosopher, designer, and social reformer of the
late Victorian cra, William Morris. As a metaphor for his
ideal society, Morris chose the Gothic cathedral; as a
contrastive metaphor for his evil society, the neoclassicist
cathedral.

What Morris liked about the Gothic cathedral had
more to do with the process of constiruction than the
outcome, although the two are linked. To him, it repre-
sented the proper balance of order and individual free-
dom. There was a master planner with a master plan, to
e sure, but that person was more of a foreman than an
architect. Each worker was assigned responsibility for
completing o particutar section of the cathedral. There
was enough coordination between sections to ensure the
structural integrity ol the edifice, but no more. Within in-
dividual sections, cach worker exercised a great deal of
individual prerogative. As a result, Gothic cathedrals lack
the unity and precision of their neoclassicist counter-
parts. The design of the gargoyles in one corner is quite
different from those in anotlier. The carvings, even the
stained glass, in one section may or may not match
those in another. In every nook and cranny, there is the
distinct mark of the individual craftsman. There was, o
use modern terms, ownership and empowerment.

By contrast, the unity and precision of the neoclas-
sicist design was mirrored in its construction. Workers
carried out orders. They implemented the plans of oth-
ers. There was no room for the individual signature of
cach worker. There were no sections individual workers
to point to as theirs, So, said Morris, and partially in re-
sponse to growing Marxist sentiment in England and
Europe, let’s build a society of Gothic cathedrals as a
way of ensuring that human beings are connected to,
rather than alicnated from., their work.

I like that metaphor a great deal {or thinking about
our rescarch, both in its micro- and macroscopic aspects.
Within a project, when a group of us work together—
teachers, administrators, and researchers—we need to
find ways for each of us, as individuals, to put our own
personal stamp on the project. There must be room for
variation. But just as surely as there is variation, there
must also be theme, a common core to which we are all
committed. We should all be learning something differ-
ent about the same thing. We can move that model one
level up and think about implementing cross-site studies
studies in which teams decide to pool their intellectual

and material resources to gain variable insights on ques-
tions of common interest,

This is, I believe, the mode! and the metaphor that
guided, knowingly or unknowingly. the First-Grade
Studies. Twenty-seven individual rescuarchers or groups,
each with his, her, or their own agenda, had a unigue
piece of the Gorhic cathedral of reading research o
shape in a unique image. Each, however, ceded some
independence to be a part of a larger effort, to answer
some bigger questions, than a single study could answer.
I suppose that this sort of colluboration came with the
territory 5o to speak, since the First-Grade Studies were
funded by the Cooperative Research Branch of the then
United States Office of Education.

It is a model, however, that | think we should
strive to emulate, to reincarnate, both in spirit and in
form. We need both theme and variation in our work.
The themes bring us together, encourage us to share and
collaborate on a common vision, while the variations re-
mind us to respect, enjoy, tuke pride in, and, most im-
portant, learn from our differences. And to think that our
intellectual predecessors were smarnt enough to figure
that out 30 years ago! My only question is why it seems
so hard for us to emulate such a sensible practice in our
current world of rescarch.
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Connecting the past with the present:
The legacy and spirit of the

First-Grade Studies

Every year hundreds of thousands of children begin the
vamplex task of learning to read. For most children,
growth in reading is a successtul undertaking. For many,
however. the progress is slow, and for others learing to
restd appears to be an unobtainable accomplishment.
There is a continuous search for new ways to teach read-
ing which will prevent the ditficulties these children en-
courter, thereby enabling all chitdren to hecome
successful readers.

In recent years, many ne soapproaches o reading instruc-
tion have been suggested Many questions have been
ratsed about current methods of teaching reading. In fact,
the weaching of beginning reading has been and continues
1o e popular subject for debate among reading experts
and the general public alike. (Bond & Dykstri, p. 9 in
original text p. 9 in this book)

hese sentences were written 30 years ago in the
opening paragraphs of the 1967 issue of the
Reading Research Quarter{y devoted to the final
report of the Cooperative Research Program in
First-Grade Reading Instruction, known more popularly
as the First-Grade Studies. These words could have been
written today as the controversy surrounding how to
teach beginning reading, always just beneath the surface,
once again erupts in the U.S, Is it worth looking hack at
this 30-year-old report for insight or perspective on to-
day’s debates and discussions? T think so. Recently.
Moore, Monaghan, and Hartman (1997 decried our in-
ability as a profession to be better keepers of the past,
our literacy history, as they cail it. While history cannot
always he i=structive or inform current practices in edu-
cation, Moore ¢t il presented some significant reasons
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why a look back at our literacy history is worth the time
and the effort. They say that knowing and revisiting our
history. in part, helps us understand the conceprual
background of current issues and situations, and con-
tributes to a “distanced view, a measured grasp of the
big picture, that is difficult to attain during contemporary
calls for action™ (p. 92), and helps develop a shared
sense of our intellectual reots.

The sheer complexity of the First-Grade Studies wis
lost on most of us who read it as graduate students in
1967. We thought it a simple and logical idea to take
methods, teachers, and children, assign them to wrear-
ments, preteat and postiest, and then report what hap-
pened. Well, as we know it wasn't that simple. The size
of the project made it the largest of its kind to date, in-
volving cooperation in research design across 27 individ-
ual projects. Because each individual project or study had
its own director and combination of methods to study, the
diversity across projects was staggering by any standard.

Of the 27 original projects, 15 were part of the final
analysis and report by Guy L. Bond and Robert Dykstra
It is worth reading about some of the projects not in-
cluded in the final analysis, too. For example, Homn's
Texas project and McCane's Colorado study (see Bond &
Dykstra, 1967, Appendix D foreshadowed significant is-
sues for researchers and teachers of bilingual students
today because they included Spanish-speaking children.
A number of projects addressed inner city and cuiturally
deprived students (see Harris & Serwer, Chull, and espe-
cially Helen Murphy's well-designed and executed pro-
ject in Appendix ).




In this brief look at the First-Grade Studies 30 years
later, T know readers familiar with the studies will find is-
sues missing from this commentary. This is intentional;
other writers can. and should, debate the flaws and mer-
its of these methods comparison studies, the research
and statistical procedures used in the individual projects,
the objectivity of the project directors, and the very na-
ture of the conclusions drawn by the project directors.
The focus in this commentary will be on whether these
studies have led us anywhere as researchers and teach-
ers since they were published in 1967.

In the Introduction to Bond and Dykstra’s report,
Theodore Clymer and Edward G. Summers cautioned
readers that "a quick reading or a few quotes pulled
from the summary sections will not do justice to the con-
tent of the report or the spirit of the inquiry” (p. 3/p. 7).
As a classroom teacher and graduate student in 1967, 1
eagerly read the report for its content of these studies, as
I searched for an answer to the question, “What is the
best way to teach heginning reading?” Spirit was not
even a consideration, especially for a clussroom teacher
turned graduate student at Syracuse University who
wanted to read about the latest and best research on the
issue. I reread the report, this time in 1997, as a way of
capturing the spirit of these studies. With 30 years® dis-
tance, the names of the individual 27 project directors
are really a hall of fame of reading educators and re-
searchers, many of them now gone from the scene. For
me and n1y fellow graduate students of the 1960s, fresh
from classroom teaching, they were our teachers and
mentors. We looked to them to help us find answers to
important questions about how children learn to read
and why some become successful reuders and others
struggle and struggle with the process.

Choosing a graduate program for many of us in the
1960s was made a bit easier because of the First-Grade
Studies. If an institution was the site of one of the indi-
vidual studies included in the final project report, it was
on the top of the list of potential schools for graduate
study. The mantle of a First-Grade Study was a valuable
recruitment tool for colleges and universities. Syracuse
University became a natural choice for me hecause it
was an individual study site directed by William D.
Sheldon, who became my doctoral advisor and mentor.

Throughout my graduate studies, the names of oth-
er individual project directors came alive as they visited -
our campus. Knowing some of them firsthand was one
of the most exciting and rewarding aspects of graduate
study. Taking courses seented secondary at times to the
opportunities we had for conversations and discussions
with what seemed (at least to graduate students) these
lurger-thun-life personalities. You took Sheldon for a
class, marveled at Russell Stauffer's command of the

English language during one of his visits, and were chal-
lenged by Helen Murphy’s fire when she spoke of be-
ginning readers (and learned so much from listening in
on her conversations with Donald Durrell). We watched
remedial readers who were tested and tutored in our
university reading clinic read in i.t.a. and wondered, just
wondered, whether it would really work with these chil-
dren who were failing at leaming to read. We took dicta-
tion for language experience stories and worried if we
should correct the children’s oral dictation errors as we
wrote down their stories. Even the machines of O.K.
Moore and his talking typewriter caught our attention,
along with Sullivan Programmed Readers and Words in
Color with its colorized vowel sounds to help the reader
crack the code. o

As we careened from one method to another in the
1960s and read the methods research, searching for
which one by itself or whicli combination of methods
would work in classroom and clinic settings, the First-
Grade Studies appeared. We all looked to the report of
this large-scale effort 1o provide the definitive answer to
the question, “What is the best way to teach beginning
reading?” Did these studies answer this question? Not re-
ally, 1 think. What they did do was influence the direc-
tion of both research and practice in the coming years
by pushing hoth researchers and teachers into taking an-
other look at the question itseif.

As I look hack, today’s research topics and class-
room practices can be traced, in part, to the legacy of
the First-Grade Studies in at least four major ways, be-
cause they (a) led us to a closer and more discriminating
look at the role of the teacher and of classroom charac-
teristics in reading instruction, (b) added strong support
for the movement away from methods comparison stud-
ies, (¢) provided evidence to reinforce the efforts of
many researchers who challenged the traditional view of
reading readiness as a gatekeeper to beginning reading
instruction, and (d) lent support for the use of phonics
as a part of beginning reading instruction. Each of these
legacies can be better understood in the context of the
original research questions posed by the project investi-
gators for all of the individual studies. While it is always
risky to attribute major changes in research and practices
to a single event, the sheer size and diversity of the First-
Grade Studies mandated close attention to their findings
and conclusions.

Research question #1:
To what extent are various teacher, class, school,
and community characteristics related to achiervement in

[first-grade reading and spelling?

Legacy and spirit
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Bond and Dykstra concluded, after considerable
discussion, that factors other than those examined in
these studies influenced success in heginning reading.

Reading achievement is related o other characteristics in
addition to those investigated in tis study. Pupils in cer-
tain school systems hecame better readers than pupils in
other school systems even when pupil characteristics
were controlled statistically. Furthermore, the differences
in achievement from project to project do not seem to be
directly related o the class, school, teacher, and commu-
nity characteristics appraised in this study. (pp. 122-1237
p. ™

They recommended that “Future rescarch might
well center on teacher and tearning situation characteris-
tics ratheer than miethod and materials™ (p. 123/p. 73). It
was clear to the researchers that, frankly, few of the
teacher characteristics they studied really mattered.
Tercher data collected included () sex. (b) age, (¢) de-
grees carned, () certification, (¢) years of waching ex-
perience, (f) years of experience teaching first grade, (g)
maritad status, (h) number of children, () attitude toward
teaching. (j) number of days absent during study, and
(k) supervisor's rating of teacher effectiveness. Some of
these measures were dropped from the final data analy-
sis because they were judged as unreliuble (tezcher ef-
fectiveness rating) or unrelated 1 reading achievement
(number of days absent, score on teacher attitude scale).

Bond and Dvkstra’s conclusion received much at-
tention, and the door was opened for using the First-
Grade Studies as a major source of research supporting
studies on the nature of effective teaching and also the
role of class environments as created hy effective teach-
ers. Researchers, tentatively in the 1970s and with greater
interest in the 1980s, began to conduct studies in these
areas. The shift to these topics is reflected in how the
First-Grade Studies were discussed in subsequent re-
search reviews after 1967, For example, they appear in
two different contexis in the two volumes of the
Hanelhook on Reading Research. In the 1984 volume, the
First-Grade Studies were included in a chapter on begin-
ning reading instruction written by Rebecea Barr. By the
1991 volume. the First-Grade Studies were reported in a
chapter by James Hoffman entitled, “Teacher and School
Effects in Learning to Read.” Hoffman commented about
methods conparison studies such as the First-Grade
Studies:

Maost of the methods-comparison studies conducted in the
field of reading operated under the assumption that
teachers, once told or trained ie what to do, would do
just that. seldom were teachers actually observed in the
implementation of the mcthods. nor was much considera-
tion given to wha the individual weacher already knew or

believed about the method. It was assumed in these swd-
ies that, aside from the experimental manipulation, all
teachers were doing pretty much the same thing in their
classrooms. (p. 929)

The current interest and research in the dual roles a
teacher can play as both a teacher and a researcher is a
logical extension of this movemeni toward illuminating
how and why teachers de what they do.

Research question #2

Which of the many approuches to initial reading
instruction produces superior reading and spelling
achievement at the end of first grade?

Bond and Dykstra concluded:

No one appreach is so distinctly better in all situations
and respects than the others that it should be considered
the one best method and the one 1o be used exclusively.

(p. 123,p. 73)

The First-Grade Studies marked the beginning of a de-
cline in methods studies, especially by major researchers,
that continues today. These studies led us away from the
inevitable frustration with methods studies in classrooms
to other avenues of exploration and inquiry about begin-
ning reading. In the 30 years since the First-Grade
Studies were published, we seemed almost to transcend
classroom methods studies as « profession and move to
studving the processes involved in reading and toward
generating theories that explained how reading occurs,

This research path included going beyond
traclitional, narrow topics of inquiry (vocabulary.
comprehension, and word recognition, for example) to
cross-disciplinary research in areas such as psycholin-
guistics, sociolinguistics, cognition, sociology, psycholo-
gy. social constructivism, and literary criticism, to name a
few. We have even tried to apply theories from other
fields of inquiry that seem to many of us to be only re-
motely related to reading (e.g.. chaos theory and Marxist
viewpoints) in our efforts to better explain the reading
process. From this research, we then try to arm teachers
with frameworks, paradigms, and even metaphors to use
as they choose methods and materi.ls for teaching read-
ing in their classrooms. We exhort 1cachers to become
decision makers and reflective pctitioners, based on
theory and, ultimately, on their own personally con-
structed theories.

At this point, some small voice in my head asked
about how the methods used in 1967 have fared over
the years. A Jook at the following lists reveals what
seems to be fewer choices, with commercial, published
programs still in wide use, although they are generally
much more broadly conceived than the basal readers of
the 1960s. Phonics. regardless of what adjectives appear
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before or after it, is still with us, as is the term eclectic
when applied (o teachers who say they take what they
need from a variety of methods,

1967 nrethods 1997 methods

Commercial basal
reading series

Commercial literacy programs

Initial Teaching Alphabet  Literature-based reading in-
struction

Language experience Whole lunguage

Phonics-hased integrated, thematic instruction

Linguistic skills (phonics)-based

Individualized reading Eclectic

Eclectic

Research question #3
Is there any prograim wniguely effective or ineffec-
tive for pupils with bigh or low readiness for reading?
The pupi! data collected for the First-Grade Studies
included information on sex, chronological age,
preschool experience, and number of days absent during
the experimental period. A battery of measures of read-
ing readiness was also included, since it was generally
agreed that children who were ready to read would he
most suceesstul in beginning reading instruction. But a
challenge o this assumiption emerged as the data were
analyzed collectively and individually across projects.
Differences existed across projects in pupils’ reading
achievement, even after initial pupil differences in readi-
ness were controlled statistically. As Bond and Dykstra
stated:
One of the most striking findings was the persistence of
project differences in reading achievement, even after ad-
justments were made statistically for differences in pupil
readiness for reading. Evidently, reading achievement is
influenced by factors peculiar to school systems over and
above differences in pre-reading capabilities. (pp. 121-122-
P
It was indeed significant to the project directors
thet they could not depend solely on readiness tests 10
predict success. Was it some other unknown and un-
measured factor that determined success once again
coming through the numbers and statistics? Or, as some
experts argued, was the traditional view of readiness in
need of scruting? The coneept of readiness for reading as
a both a predictor and a determinant of later success in
learning 10 read was dominant, and beginning reading
practices adhered firmly to it in the 1960s. Formal and
informal tests of readiness assessed a variety of factors
deemed necessary for success in beginning reading.

These tests served as a gate through which children had
to pass before formal reading instruction. In fact, as
some readers may recall, a score on a readiness test was
olten used for grouping children for insuruction and tor
retaining some children in kindergarten. These readiness
notions of the 1960s have given way to a focus on un-
derstanding the roots of children's literacy or their
emerging literacy.

One of the unintended or indirect consequences of
the First-Grade Studies, T believe, was the support it gave
1o reading educators and others who were challenging
the prevailing views of reading readiness. The First-
Grade Studies included widely used, traditional measures
of readiness. Today, we look at the emerging reader a
bit differently.

1967 readiness 1997 emerpitig literacy

Auditory discrimination  Print awareness
Recognizing upper & Phonemic awareness

lower case letters
Word learning Concepts of print
Copying a figure Story sense
Figure discrimination Oral language
Vocabulary Writing,
Listening—-following

directions

Letter identification

Word recognition High-frequency words
Finally, one of the last legacies of the First-Grade
Studies is the widely reported conclusion that (ese stud-
ies helped solidify the place of phonics and letter-name
knowledge in beginning reading instruction. Coming on
the heels of Chall's (1967) study, they added more evi-
dence to the historical pile of studies supporting phonics
instruction that can be traced almost as far back in litera-
cy history as you want to go. Both the First-Grade
Studies and Chall's study were often oversimplified over
the years as studies supporting « code emphasis or
strong phonics strand to early reading instruction. It is
interesting that in today’s current furor over phonics,
they are appearing once again as support for phonics in-
struction, although they ofter little in the way of specifics
about what kinds of phonics instruction are effective. So,
for the third or fourth time in my career (you'd think we
would get it right soon; how complicated can it really
be?), phonics is in the spotlight again, Once again my
phone rings and a reporter from the local newspaper or
the campus newspaper asks for my opinion on phonics
Vs, (you fill in the latest iteration).

Legacy and spirit
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A summary and a look to the future

Did the First-Grade Studies lead rescarchers on a
different path or paths? Did they influence classroom
practices? Because of the sheer sive und cooperative na-
ture of the project, the diversity across projects, and the
unheard-of amount of federal funding for the time, the
First-Grade Studies commanded our attention in 1967, 1
like 1o think they did leave a legacy over the next 30
years that directly influenced research and practice in
some ways (e.g., the need to explore the role of the
teacher and classroom environments, the shift away from
methods comparison studies) and indirectly in other
ways (e.g., giving momentum to a changing view of
reading readiness). They were a necessary part of help-
ing us understand that we needed to go beyond trying
to determine what way to teach reading and o probe
deeper to reveal how reading occurs as a process.

Clymer and Summers told us we would find a spirit
to the inquiry of the First-Grade Studies, if we did a care-
ful reading. My own recent reading and thinking for this
retrospective has led me to wonder how we can keep
that spirit alive during the next generation of research ir
beginning reading. [ also hear the voices of Moore and
his colleagues (1997) reminding me how important it is
to preserve and mike public our literacy history. By re-
visiting these studies, T have conte to the conclusion we
need to make active inquiry into methods and materials
of beginning reading a tegitimate activity once again, us-
ing the tools of inquiry not availabic to the researchers
in the First-Grade Studies and guided by questions we
now can generate 30 years fater. [ fear we have made it
passé and anti-intellectual. at times, for teachers to ask
the research community to help them find out what
works. Why is asking “What should I do on Monday
morning?” greeted with glee by countless companies
marketing workshops for teachers and with disdain (or
at least mild concern that it is the wrong question) by
many of us at colleges and universities? Have we been
too timid to suggest that there is nothing dishonorable or
anti-inteltectual about methods comparisons studics?
These questions now deserve our attention.

A small, strident bell has been sounded by Thomus
(1997) in a recent aticle entitled "What's the Use of
Theory?" in the Harvard Educational Keview. 1t is chal-
lenging reading and should be discussed by all of us
who mentor graduate students before another doctoral
student is urged to ground or situate a study in theory
before a dissertation proposal can be aceepted. Thomas
observed that in education we have difficulty defining
what we mean by theory, since we borrowed that term,
along with others, from the sciences, and that we cling

to theory with a tenacity and persistence that stifles cre-

ativity and is hard for us to justify. He cautioned that:
Theory's acquired potency for bestowing academic legiti-
nuicy is troublesome, for it means that particulur kinds of
endeavor in educational inquiry are reinforced and pro-
mulgated, while the legitinucy of atheoretical kinds is
questioned or belinded. (p. 76)

Thomas made a case for what he calls “ad hocery” in edu-
cational inquiry rather than théory generation and argued
that “creativity and progress are rarely the fruit of theory
and more often the fruit of anarchy in thought™ (p. 77).
Quoting Medawar (1974), he also cautioned that educa-
tors often are seduced by theory because of poeticism,
“namely the adoption of a theory because of its elegance,
attractiveness, or romantic appeal” (p. 78). Theory build-
ing and studies to validate theories seem to have an intel-
lectual air about them that methods studies do not.

Theories can be destructive, too. Thomas rightly
pointed out that we clung (oo long to the notion of
readiness for reading rather than moving on to new un-
derstandings. Shouldn't theories be viewed as a tool to
understanding and encouraging creativity, rather than as
something to be proven as valid and then defended
even in the face of evidence that refutes or debunks?
But, I do remember there still are people who believe
the Earth is flat and that the Moon landings were staged
by the Air Force somewhere in a hangar in New Mexico.
Maybe we learn more from being atheoretical than from
trving to ground our work in a theory.

The spirit of the inquiry that Clymer and Summers
said could be tound in reading the First-Grade Studies
lives on in reading research today. In that same spirit we
need to remember what we are abou—helping children
learn to do that grand and powerful and wonderful thing
of learning to read. If the miethods studies of 1967 did not
answer how we should teach reading, and the subse-
quent years of theory generation have not been as pro-
ductive as we thought, then we must move on to new
ways of thinking. Perhaps we should worry tess about
which theory we are following and instead use the tools
for inquiry that did not exist in 1967, both quantitative
and qualitative, 1o get on with exploring and replicating
why some teachers in some classrooms are highly suc-
cessful in helping children leam to read. 1 can't think of
anything more exciting than to blur the lines between re-
search and practice, guided and inspired by the past
rather than encumbered and limited by it. For here is the
paradox: Our literacy history is both a blessing and a
curse. It blesses us by guiding and pushing us to new
ways of thinking, while at the same time it makes us fear-
ful when we cannot refate unorthodox ways of thinking
or doing to the familiar and the comfortable.
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Expanding the boundaries: A reaction
to the First-Grade Studies

¢ like 1o think of history as alive, com-
plex. and intersecting with events, people,
and time. This thinking is not original: it is
much like the thinking of the late Paulo
Frefre (Freire & Fraser, 1997™) who described history as
“never frozen” (p. 311, and of Edwuard Said (1993) who
deseribed histonv's power “to shape our lives™ (p. xxiil.
In framing our response. we have decided to follow the

format offered by our fellow commentators and begin by

offering a briel remembrance of the period under discus-
sion, 1955-1907, from our perspective. We cannot offer
the firsthand, insider. privileged points of view compara-
ble 1o those of our colleagues, but we cin ofter an alter-
native viewpoint of the same period. We were alive
then, but were very vouny and in very ditferent circum-
stances than the other commentitors. As voung children
during this period we completed first grade and moved
on through grade school. Thus our perspectives are in-
formed by our own memories and our understanding of
the significant historical, ideological. political. cconomic,
social, cultural, and racial events of the period.

Life in the 60s

In the United States, the mid-1930s to late-1960s
was a4 period ol tremendous social unrest, racial tension,
cconomic inequities, and political injustice. We offer ex-

amples of first-grade experiences that reveal the diversity

of experiences among African Americans and help frame
our discussion in the next few pages.

Arlette: | lived on Fourth Street in a mid-sized
town in northeastern Ohio with my parents and two
brothers. Like all the children in our school district,
witlked to the neighborhood school, Jefferson Elemen-
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tary School, with the other children on my street. For
mie, it was a time of wonder and excitement. 1 had a
wonderful teacher, Mrs. Carter, to whom I will forever
be indebted. She not only taught us o read, but she
taught us to believe in ourselves as learners, We used a
basal reading series, complete with its white, middle-
class, nuclear family: Father, Mother, Alice, Jerry, baby
Susan. and Jip.

Mrs. Carter taught using the transmission mode] of
direct instruction. she combined the basal and phonics
approaches to beginning reading. It scemed as if the en-
tire morning of cach school day was spent in a reading-
related activity. Tloved Mrs, Carter. She was strict. but
we always believed that she cared for us as individuals.
Mrs. Carter was an African American teacher. 1 can re-
member how excited my parents were to learn that |}
would have i black teacher, one they thought would
care for me and about my education in ways that they
were not certain white teachers would care.

Though Mrs. Carter seldom was absent, when she
was, our substitute was Mrs. Blakely, another African
American teacher. Mrs. Blakely and her tamily attended
our church, and her daughter and T were in the same
sunday School class, When Mrs. Blakely came, T knew 1
had to be on my best behavior: if not, then my parents
would receive a call and learn of my misbehavior before
I could walk home. I understand now that Mrs. Carter
and Mrs. Blukely showed their concern for my education
by keeping my parents informed of my progress and
behavior.

[ also remember the summer of 1965, when
cousin from Montgomery, Alabuma, spent her summer
vacation with us. She thought it was strange that I lived
near and went to school with white children. T was
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cqually amazed that she did not go to school with white
children but, instead, went to an all-black elementary
school. T wondered, why should it be so unusual to go
t0 school with the people in your neighborhood? In our
town, black and white children who lived next door to
one another went to the sane scheol,

Violet: In 1962, | attended Bryant Elementary
School in Chicago, inois. My parents viewed my edu-
cation as very important and ook great care with my
school work. T walked to school with the other children
in my neighborhoad but litde else stands out in my
memory of {iest grade. The following facts will help to
contextualize my experience: The students were all
African American, the teacher was a Fura-American fe-
mule, and the reading textbooks were basals. Chicago
Public Schools were under the direction of Benjamin
Willis, who acquired notoriety for the Willis Wagons.
These were mobhile units placed in many African
American schools to accommodate excess enrollment
and o avoid desegregation of the schools.

Individually. we learned that our experiences in
first grade were not the same as many other African
American girls. We are reminded of the story of Ruby
Bridges, who Dbecame the first African American child to
integrate an all-white elementary school in New Orleans
in 1960, She and her family faced angry mobs daily and
the white parents removed their children irom her first
grade classroom. For nearly o year, Ruby and her teacher
expericneed first grade together. Eventually, some of the
white children returmed as the school year continued
(Coles, 1995). The horror of the time, for many African
American schoolgirls, is most dramatically evinced in the
1903 Sunday morning church bombing in Birmingham,
Alabama, that ended the lives of four African American
girls: Addic Mae Colling, Denise MeNair, Carole
Robentson, and Cynthia Wesley.

Upheaval in many institutions characterized the
mid-1950s to late-1960s in our country. Nightly, there
were news reports of the latest unexpliined murders of
civil rights and voting rights workers; race riots; lynch-
ings; and protests by nunierous groups from minorities
(African. Asian, Mexican, and Native Americans), to
women, to senior citizens, to college students protesting
LS. involvement in the Vietnam War: and domestic injus-
tices (from the rights of migrant workers to discrepancies
in school funding). It sas also a time of tremendous po-
litical involvement in domestic concerns from the United
States Supreme Court ruling in the Brown v. Topeka,
Kansas case for school desegregation to the War on
Poverty, to the Civil Rights Act, to the Immigration Act of
1965, and to the Voting Rights Act. Two domestic social
concems seemed to override others: racial injustice and
the culture of poverty (Harrington, 1962).

We begin our response by expanding the historical
framework for understanding the First-Grade Studies be-
yond those offered in the prologue and retrospectives,
Our historical reframing is necessary hecause it high-
lights the manner in which crucial clements oi differ-
ence—race, cthnicity, language, and gender—were
excluded from critical educational research during this
period. Our historical framework is not an attempt to
hold rescarchers to levels of enlightenment that reflect
current thinking. Rather, we suggest that the inclusion of
such factors could have resulted in fundamental educa-
tional, and hy extension, societal changes. Then, we of-
fer an alternative perspective to the studies. Next, we
offer suggestions for how the sociocu.ural frameworl
could have been expanded to be more inclusive, Finally,
we propose an expanded conceptual framework for un-
derstanding the role of the First-Grade Studies in the his-
tory of reading research.

Expw.nding the bistorical framework

Historically, the linkages between literacy and
schooling always have been of concern to those in posi-
tions of power and in controi of education. This point is
argued compeilingly by historian Harvey Graff (1987),
who wrote,

From the classical era forward, leaders of polities and
churches, reformers as well as conservers, have recog-
nized the uses of literacy and schooling. Often they have
perecived unbridled, untempered literacy as potentially
dangerous, a threat to social order, political integration,
cconomic productivity, and patterns of authority.
Increasingly, however, they came to conclude that litera-
cy. it provided in carefully controlled, structured, formal
institutions created expressly for the purposes of educa-
tion and transmission of literacy and supervised closely,
could be a powertul and usetul foree in achieving a vari-
ety of important ends. (p. xxv)

Alernatively, those in opposition to the dominant
group's use of power and their control of education
have sought redress. For example, W.E.B. Du Bois con-
ducted numerous research studies on Negro education
between 1915 and 1920 while a member of the faculty at
Atlanta University, and Horace Mann Bond wrote exten-
sively of Negro education in the South in the 1930s.

We submit to you that the conception, design, and
funding of the First-Grade Studies grew out of the need
for political and educational leaders to address the na-
tional, ideological, historical, social, economic, cultural,
and racial needs and concerns of the U.S. Generally, ed-
ucational research ' 15 tended to overlook these forces
and focus instead on sanitizing the period. One method
for accomplishing this has been oversimplifying the im-
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pact of these issues and concentrating on the national
political response 1o the lwunching ol the Soviet Hnion's
Sputnik as the primary impetus for educational funding,

Histories of reading rescarch also tend 1o overly
simplify the events that preceded the funding of the
First-Grade Smidies. By suggesting that the events merely
were i1 response to the scientific advances in Russia and
Fleseh's publication of Why fobiy Can't Read (1955),
historical accounts imply that it took nearly a decade for
the impact of both of these events to be realized sufli-
ciently enough to motivate the government to fund edu-
cational research in readirg. Morcover, the traditional
historical frameworks of reading ignore the dynamic of
history: its intersection with politics, ideology, socicty,
cultuse, and economics.

In the wake of the Cold War, Americans looked in-
ward to domestic issues that had sparked violent and
nonviolent demonstrations, protests, and riots. The na-
tional political, cconomic, social, and racial crises of the
period challenged politicians, researchers, and educators
to combat more directly poverty and address inequalities
in educational opportunitics and to uphold the nation's
commitment to a democratic society of all Americans in-
cluding African. Asian, Mexican. and Native Americans;
Puerto Ricans: Appalachian whites; and people living in
poverty. For example, in the aftermath of the Brown v,
Topeka Board of Education court case (which legally
dismantled the “separate but equal” doctrine and provid-
ed equal educational opportunities) some groups, like
the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP), questioned the ideological foundations
of schooling from per pupil costs to opportunities for
educational advancement.

One spin-off of the Civil Rights movement was
protests. demonstrations by other underrepresented
groups within the United States, who also sought equal
rightts, educational opportunitics, and greater political
and economic justice. Another spin-off was the establish-
ment of private schools committed to oftering a better
cducation to African American children than they were
experiencing in the public schools, like the Nairobi Day
School in East Palo Alto, California.

It is difficult to imagine that the daily media cover-
age of some of the events of the Civil Rights Movement,
the War on Poverty, Vietnum War, Voting Rights Act,
Immigration Act, and the establishment of the National
Organization for Women has been left out of the histori-
cal framing of discussions around the funding of the
First-Grade Studies. Just months before the official pre-
conference meeting of the First-Grade Studies, May 31—
June 3, 1964 (but certainly following other meetings on
the issue), President Lyndon Johnson appealed to
Congress by addressing the social and economic dispari-

y of our nation’s poor. In 2 spectil dddress 1o Congiress
in March 1964, President Lyndon B, Johnsan called for
national war on poverty. It was important then, as it is
now, o address the needs of every American, In his
1965 State of the Union address, President Johnson stat-
ed that “for the primary and secondary school yoars we
will aid public schools serving low-income familices”
(Johnson, p. 7). Later, he pledged ithat “new laboratories
and centers will help our schools—help them lift their
standards of execllence and explore new methods of
teaching” (p. 7). When you review the First-Grade
studies you are left wondering, where are the issues of
race and social economic status in these studies, ina pe-
riod where both issues were daily before the nation?

The First-Grade Studies: An alternative
perspective

An examination of the agreements among reading
researchers during the spring 196-1 preconference (Bond
& Dyvkstra, 190-0) reveals that reading researchers were
interested in accounting for race, economic status, coni-
munity oresn
More specifically, the recomimendations concerning com-
munity. school, and class included GO socioeconomic

2tion, and income in their research study.

status of the commumity as derived from census reports,
(I organization of the community Curban, suburban,
small town, rural), (¢) oceupational characteristics of the
community Gindustrial, agrarian, cte.), and (dy general
statement coneerning condition of the community (sta-
ble, transitional, blighted, cte). During the preconter-
ence it also was recommended that pupil characteristic
data would wnclude G sex (genden), (h chironological
age, (O racesethnicity, and (d) preschool experience,

The original studics” data on these variables appeur
to suggest that some reading rescarchess were aware o
and concerned with the need to address the intersection
ol race, class, and gender and their effects on beginning
reading instruction, Jean Chall (1967), director of one of
the originally funded proposids, offered intriguing in-
sights into the project. She noted that there were 76 re-
scarch proposals submitted for consideration, 27 of
which were funded, and 15 of which were used in the
cross-study analysis. The following three questions were
to be investigated in the First-Grade Studies:

1. To what extent are various pupil, teacher, class, school,
and community characteristics related to pupil achiceve-
ment in fisst-grade reading and spelling?

to

- Which of the many approaches to initial reading in-
struction produces superior reading and spelling
achievenment at the end of Fiest grade?
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41w any program uniquely effective or ineffective for
pupts with high or low readiness for aeading? (p. 3 in
original study p. 9 in this valume)

In this anticle, we will coneentrate on the imipact of
tie fiest question on reading rescarch, for it appears (o
indicate an interest in considering the effect of contexts
upon beginning reading, Chall (1967) stated that, “The
soal Jof the projeat] was pot only to compare and con
trast (the effectiveness of the alternative approzaches (o
heginning reading but (o idemtify the nature and degree
sf variation owed 1o clitracteristios of the child, eachers,
and schools™ (.M. Moreover, she wrote, “The ques-
tion of urpency concerned..what should be expected 1o
work best Tor the students in any particular classroom”
(p. 10 Overall, concerns with ideological and method-
ological problens with the study and with the conchu-
sions luve been covered by others elsewhere (e.g.,
Chall, 19670 Sipay, 1908, 1o namie a few). The problem
with the use of stindardized testing begs issues not ad-
dressed in this essay but addressed by others (Gould,
1981 1990; sokal, 1987). Issues with reading wests and
what they actually measure also have been well docu-
mented by Farr and Carey €1909. 1980),

sevendt of the Tunded rescarch proposals that were
climinated from analysis clearly identified students of col-
or and those whose [irst language was not English, and
communities that were disadvantaged. Although these
were not reasons given for their exclusion lrom cross-
study analysis, it appeared that the data from all of these
studics did not meet the needs of the cross-study analy-
sis. For example, studies not included in the cross-study
anaivsis were directed by Horn, McCann (who conducted
resedrch among Spanish-speaking stadents), Chall, [Tarris
and Sewer, and Morphy Gimong nonwhite populations),

One aan only assume that race was negligible in
the other studies because it is not mentioned as - de-
scriptor. For example, the Coleman Repart conducted in
1904 found “that almost 80 pereent of wll white pupils in
the 1st and 12th grades atend schools that were from 90
o 100 pereent white, Sixty-five percent of black students
in the first grade atended schools with student populi-
tions that were between 90 to 100 pereent black. This
meant that the majority of children in the United States
attended segregated schools and that white children
were the most segregated™ (Spring, 1994, p. 317).
Nevertheless, the cross-study analysis included clearly
identified selective sampling among white students. This
sclective inclusion resulted in the cross-study analysis of
cssentially the same type of students, white and middie-
class, who were taught in selective ways (basals vs. non-
basils). Chall (1967) reporied a survey by Barton and
Wilder (1904) that indicated 98% of first-grade teachers

userd basals; thus any deviation would have some
Hawthorne effect on the students, teachers, community,
and research study. So, in seemingly normal classes of
white or mostly white studenis, there swias some degree
of agreement among variables and the possibility fu
cross-study analysis.

As important as issues of sce and class were in the
mid-1950s (o the late-1900s and in spite Hf their inclusion
in the first question of this project, their worth o the
project becomes a muffled point since the studies in
which communities, schools, and the race of pupils were
clearly defined Gas nonwhite and non-English-speaking)
were climinared from the crosssstudy anilysis in the
Final Repaort, At lirst, it appeared odd to us that teacher
race was not a question that the rescarchers considered.
We wondered why, il pupil race was an important fac-
tor, why not the race of the teachers? From the data and
reports it isn't clear why this was not i characteristic the
researchers thought was important, We may never
know: but here is what we do know. First, several stud-
ies have detailed, statistically, the Fege number of
African American eachers that were displaced with the
enforeement of desegregition plans during this period
(Foster, 1997, thus perhaps limiting the possible pool.
Scecond, when race isn't mentioned, iCs usually hecause
everyone is of the samie race, in these cases white,
though sex (genden is an issue that was considered. The
absence of race and soctal cconomic class issues, then s
now, suggests deeper issues are unesamined within the
field and within rescarch. And their absence is blinding,

Tronically, several of the findings reported by Bond
and Dykstracin their Final Report also reflect the need for a
preater understanding of the effect of community, school,
class, and teachers on beginning reading instruction. Bond
and Dykstra (19071 listed the following (indings:

L. Reading programs are not equally effective in all sita-
tions. Evidently, factors other than method, within a
particutar learning situation, influence pupil success in
reading:

re

. Reading achievement is rekited o other chacacteristios
in addition to those investigated in this study. Pupils in
certain school systems became better readers than
pupils in other school systems even when pupil clirac-
teristics were controdled statistically. Furthenore, these
dsfferences do not seem to be divectly related to the
class, school, teacher, and community characteristics
appraised in this study;

&~

2. Future rescarch might well center on teacher and lewn-
ing situation characteristics rather than method and ma-
terials. The tremendous range among classrooms within
any method points out the importance of elements in
the learning situation over and above methods em-
plaoyed. (pp. 122-123/p. 75).
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Bond and Dykstra (1967) declared that, "One of the
most striking findings was the persistence of project ditter-
cnces in reading achicvement even after adjustments were
made for differences in pupil readiness for reading.
Evidently, reading achievement is influenced by fictors
peculiar 1o school systems over and above differences in
measured pre-reading capability of pupils™ (p. 100/p, 62).
Later, Dykstra (1968), speaking on the implications of (he
study for classroons, wrote “The elements of the learn-
ing situation attributable 1o teachers, classrooms, schools,
and school systems obviously play a larger role lin begin-
ning reading]” (p. 11). Later he noted that, it is likely
that improvement in reading instruction can be brought
about more efficiently by improved sclection and training
of teachers, by improved in-service training programs,
and by informed school leiming climates than by institu-
tional changes in instructional programs™ (p. 11),

In summary, one of the purposes of this brief dis-
cussion of the marginalization of the issues of race and
cliass in the First-Grade Stuaies is to begin to examine
some of the underlying assumptions that have stymicd
reading rescarch. We began with an examination of the
complex and interwoven relationships among historical,
ideological, political, social, cultural, economie, and
racial forces and events operating in the nation in the
mid-1950s to late-1060s. The point we want to make
here is that race, class, ethnicity. gender, language, and
geographical location have been largely avoided, margin-
alized, or misrepresented in much reading research until
the 1980s. The report fiself and the events surrouneding it
are written in the normative, if not autonomous (Street,
1996) fashion of reading research that ignores, marginal-
izes, or distances itself from the contexts in which the re-
search takes place. Street (198:4/1996) described the
academy’s position on litevacy as autonomous, claining
that within the academy, literacy has heen studied as i
unaffected by social, cultural, political, economic, and in-
stitutional influences and contexts,

Given the historical lack of attention in reading re-
search 1o historical, ideological, political, social, cultural,
economic, and racial influences and contexts, we have
offered several examples that illustrate alternative per-
ceptions of the influence of these forces on reading dur-
ing the same time period. In what follows, we want to
highlight bricfly the resources available at the time to
help inform the First-Grade Studies.

Expanding the sociocultural
Jrameworks

As we approach the end of this century, it is help-
ful to review our pas. accomplishments in the field of

reading research in light of our varying histories. Edward
said (1993) wrote, “The fact that the United States con-
rains so many historices...is y no means to be suddenly
feared since many of them were abways there, and out of
them an American society and polities..were in fact ere-
ated” (p. xxvid. On the one hand, some fear that the plu-
rality of histories and voices disturhs asense of harmony
and questions the status quo of reading research, On e
other hand, some welcome a more honest appraisal of
the past that dispels myths of nommalization and perfectly
crafied research and advances the notion of the need
take a proactive stance in reading rescarch. This Ewer
staree acknowledges and invites histories and voices of-
ten silenced or marginalized, 1o share in the retellings of
reading history. For us, this has meant reviewing this
classic study and atempting to make “visible the hstori-
cally and socially constructed strengths and limitations of
those places and borders we inherit and which frame our
discourses and social relations” (Gircux, 1997, p. 368).
By way of fllustration, we briefly “lure two examples.

How might the principat researchers have ad-
dressed issues of race? One way would have been 1o in-
clude in the project the many heads of colored: Negro
schiool systems in the segregated South who attended
the University of Chicago, Harvard University, and
Teachers College and had access to the current research
and theories available during this period. These scholars,
whose rescarch for de ctoral degrees did not appear in
established journals for reasons not discussed here,
could have served as directors of First-Grade Studies in
segregzted schools. For example, Helen Adelle Waiting,
director of colored/Negro education Tor the state of
Georgiya, recorded notes in which she described her ef-
forts to apprise teachers of current ideas about reading
instruction during this period.

Another way of addressing race would have been
to consider information about communities and teachers.
For example, some teacher histories could have illumi-
nated or accounted for the variance in the duta collecte.
Michele Foster's (1997) book Black Tedachers on
Teaching described the views of African American teach-
ers on teaching over several decades. One of the inter-
views she conducted was with Etta Mae Marks, who
began her professional teaching career in Lindale, Texas,
in 1954 and was teaching during the time of First-Grade
Reading Studies. Etta Mae Marks was born and raised in
Lindale and taught in the consolidated school for African
American students in the segregated school system of
Lindale, Texas. [n 1965, with the enforcement of deseg-
regation and the threat of withholding tederal funds to
the district, Lindale desegregated its school system and
moved Mrs. Mirks to the white elementary school. Siie
was forced to teach in an all-white school thereafter,

102 Reprinted from READING RESEARCH QUARTERLY October/November/December 1997 32/4

108

ﬁ




heginning with summer school and followed by several
years as a remedial reading teacher. Finally, she was giv-
en her own classroom, but many white parents svould
not send their children to her for an education,
Ironically, she was fucky, for she was one of the few
African American teachers able to retain their jobs alter
desegregation in Texas (Foster, 1997).

From our perspective, race and class have always
been issues in American education, as they were in the
mid-1950s to late-1960s, during the period in which the
First-Grade Studies were undertaken. The presentation of
the First-Grade Stuclies as unencumbered by race and
class concerns suggests some sort of scientific purity, ob-
jectivity, cultural neutrality, and imagined truth that can
come from research studies that don't deal directly with
the contexts in which they are situated. In this manner,
the status quo is perpetuated and cultural reproduction
sustained. Historian Harvey Graff (19953 put it this way:
“Although seldom stated, less often contemplated present-
day conceptions, arrangements, and practices of literacy
as well as schooling and learning are historically founded
and grounded litalics in originall. They are also strong
and powerfully resistant to change” (p. 3230, In reading,
rescarch that fails to inform itself also helps to maintain
dominant ideologies and normative practices that dispro-
portionately benelit certain groups. The price of over-
looking contextual issues, especially the issues of race,
class, language, and community. is without measure.

Expanding the conceptual frameworks

Unquestionably, the First-Grade Studies represent a
historical breaking point for change in reading research
as experts in the field undertook the monumental task of
conducting a cooperative study of beginning reading in-
struction in the United States. Initially, its potential {or in-
forming research and practice were unfathomable. We
have all learned a great deal from the studies, both from
its strengths and from its limitations. In this retrospective
essay, we have offered a narrative that represents an al-
ternative way of viewing the time, events, and contexts.

What have we learned from our review of the First-
Grade Studies? First, our review of this study has re-
vealed to us that (a) the First-Grade Studies represent a
particular ideological and power relationship within the
academy; (b) cooperative research efforts can be a pow-
erful force in shaping our understanding of reading re-
search and reading instruction: (¢) there is no one best
way to teach beginning reading: (d) race, class. and lan-
guage are important variables to consider in beginning
reading instruction: and. (¢) contextual considerations
(community, school district, school huilding, classroom.
teacher, and pupil) also are important variables that can

add to our understanding of beginning reading instruc-
tion. The rescarchers connected with the First-Grade
Studies acknowledged the importance of contexwal fea-
tures on beginning reading, within their first question of
their study. Ironically, this question though not ad-
dressed in their data analysis, became the cornerstone of
their argument for the need to study these very variables
and how they might affect reading instruction and
achievement. Prophetically, they suggested that answers
to this question may hold the most promise for under-
standing the variance in beginning reading.

Second, our review has made clear to us that read-
ing research has not adequately addressed the concerns
raised in this first question of the First-Grade Studies, nor
have we moved very far beyond the results of the study.
We know that these issues are important considerations,
but what specific role they play is not clearly under-
stood. Current National Assessment of Educational
Progress data suggest that the performance standards of
nonwhites on standardized measures of reading are still
lagging behind those of whites, regardless of the instruc-
tional methods used. Most distressingly, we have learned
that it has taken nearly 20 years {or reading rescarch to
evolve to the point where we take serioushy the influ-
ence of race, class, and language on how students in
varying communities, school districts, schools, and class-
rooms are instructed in beginning reading. Dudley-
Marling and Murphy (1997) wrote: "Schools are also
implicated in producing and reproducing inequities relat-
ed to race, class, gender, and language by favoring
knowledge and pedagogical practices that privilege the
skills and experiences of middle- and upper-middle class
students”™ (p. -01). Further, we have learned that contex-
tual considerations wwe the responsibility of all reading
researchers and should always be a part of our thinking
and focus.

Finally, we have learned that reading research is a
complex muttilayered, dynamic process that is ever
changing. Purcell-Gates (1997) put it this way: “The epis-
temological assumptions and presuppositions that
ground ‘resedrch’ have also evolved. changing and
broadening from what many of us first lcarned and
adopted, mainly from the hard sciences, two and three
decades ago™ (p. 283). Importantly. as we move into the
next century, with projections of an increasingly diverse
student population, reading research will need to extend
its boundaries of inquiry to include alternative voices,
perspectives. and methodologies to increase our under-
stauding of beginning reading instruction.

In conclusion, the historical, ideological, social, cul-
tural, economic, and racial forees that have privileged or
disprivileged certain groups within the United States be-
come our points of reference in an examination of the
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events that were a part of the national consciousness
during the years of the First-Grade Studies and the mar-
ginalization of the events in the reported data and publi-
cations. We have argued that hy expanding the )
historical, sociocultural, and conceptual frameworks we
use to understand the First-Grade Studies, we offer an al-
ternative way of viewing the impact of the First-Grade
Studies and their place in the history of reading research,

We have used examples from the literacy histories
of representatives from underrepresented ~roups to illus-
trate how the myth of normaicy and the autonomy of
reading research has failed to offer broad viewpoints for
understanding the legacy of the First-Grade Studies. In
addition, we use these examples to thwart the perpetua-
tion of sanitized official histories of reading research and
offer in their place greater contextualization and demys-
tification of the complex and interwoven nature of read-
ing research. We believe that mainstream and alternative
histories need to he read together to offer some balance
between excessively positive or negative retellings. We
helieve our examination of the assumptions that have
upheid reading research as neutral and apolitical can
help to provide a framework for conceptualizing future
reading research studies.

In 1968 Howard Gardner observed, “History never
looks like history when you are living through it...it al-
ways looks confusing and messy, and it feels uncomfort-
able” (cited in Clifford, 1988, p. 169). We agree and,
along with Purcell-Gates (1997), have observed that the
history of reading research appears to be at a crossroads:
The field must iearn from its past and more directly ad-
dress issues that have been silenced, marginalized, or ig-
nored. Our vision for the future of reading research is
proactive. We would like to see more cooperative read-
ing research efforts that include a plurality of voices and
perspectives framed upon a commitment to social
change and improvement.
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THE FIRST-GRADE STUDIES 30 YEARS LATER

One of the most original and influential studies in reading
research was first published in 1967 in Reading Research

- Quarterly, “The Cooperative Research Program in First-Grade
Reading Instruction,” better known as the First-Grade Studies.
Why reprint the article 30 years later? There are many impor-
tant reasons:

* The importance of history to literacy reseérchers,

* The continued interest in beginning literacy,

» The encouragement of methodological eclecticism,
and

« The need to make this study accessible to current

- reading educators.

Revisiting the First-Grade Studies, an offprint of the 1997
RRQ issue that commemorates the 30th anniversary of their
publication, provides 4 view of the historical implications of
the First-Grade Studies and how the Studies continue to
provide valuable insights for those who seek answers about
effective beginning reading instruction.

This book will allow literacy educators of today and
those of the future to enjoy and benefit from revisiting this

historical reading research.
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